Letter 114 


To: 

John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


The enclosed comments are submissions to the Public Comment Period 
on the FEIS/DEIS for proposed runway 14/32: 


1) Letter and attachments from Mary Ann Frye 
2) Comments in essay form from Mary Ann Frye 
3) Letter from Michael McPherson 

4) Letter from Darthea Collins 


SUN 07 ANI 


John C. Silva/ Manager, Environmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803. 6/4/01 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


FAA oversight and management of flight operations into and out of Logan Airport is in near total 
disarray. The quality of aircraft routing is shameful, haphazard and continually in violation of 
published FAA procedures and even a Record of Decision agreed to by the New England Region of 
the FAA in 1980. 


I request a thorough investigation of flight operations routing at Logan from May 1, 1999, through 
June 4, 2001, as part of the review of the Environmental Impact Statement for proposed runway 
14/32 (and any proposed redesign of Logan airspace, which I do not find in the DEIS/FEIR). 
Albert Engelhart, resident of Hingham, has repeatedly requested from Nancy Timmerman, 
Massport Noise Abatement office supervisor, the computerized records for over 2,000 Noise 
Abatement complaints made by Hingham residents during that period, covering tens of thousands 
of operations. I hereby include those records in my Public Comment by reference. I am sure they 
will be provided to you directly for an investigation or other action. 


I request a statistical analysis that includes every one of these complaints, including those _ 
registered by myself, Mr. Engelhart, Tom Maloney and Richard Goldhammer and a wider analysis 
of all the flight path routing. I further request that each complaint be correlated to the actual flight 
tracks (and "ground" location of track) that triggered it. 


I request that the statistical study identify all 22R departures that violated the March 14, 1980, US 
Department of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration "Runway 22 Right Departure 
Procedures, Logan International Airport, Record of Decision", i.e.: "100 degree compass heading 
to 5 DME, then course divergence depending on initial destination." I request that the statistical 
study identify all 22R departures that violated FAA noise abatement rules, "Turn left to a heading 
of 140 degrees; upon radar identification, Departure Control [an FAA air traffic control position] 
will continue the turn east to pass NORTH of the Hull peninsula. The north and south shoreline 
crossings shall be the same as for Runway 9." ("For Runway 9, the procedure is: "Fly runwa 
heading until at least the BOS 2 DME before turning. Westbound traffic shall be south of the Hull 
peninsula in the vicinity of the 10 mile range mark and cross the shoreline above 6,000 MSL. 
Traffic vectored northbound must cross the shoreline at or above 6,000 MSL in the vicinity of 
Marblehead Harbor.") 


I request that the statistical study identify all runway 9 departures that violated the above 
procedure and all runway 27 departures that violated the published FAA and Noise Abatement 
procedures for runway 27. 


I request that the altitude of every flight that triggered one of the complaints be listed and included 
in the analysis, to determine the actual altitudes that are creating annoyance, as well as the 
incidence of violations of the existing 6,000 foot rules and unnecessarily low altitude approaches. 


I request that the actual, NOT MODELED, flight tracks of all aircraft in the area during the periods 
covered by each complaint be investigated and that all deviations from the FAA's published 
procedures be identified. 


I request that all incidents of repeated routing along one flight track, i.e., plane after plane 
following the same track over a community, when that track is not the published procedure, be 
identified and studied. Complainants were often told by Noise Abatement personnel that pilots off 
course from the published procedures do not have to follow the route specified by the Tower and 
are choosing their own path. Question to be answered by the analysis: does such pilot choice 
actually result in these overhead expressways, or was the Tower continually specifying tracks other 
than the published procedures? 


I request that the actual tracks of all 33 arrivals and 4 arrivals that were the subject of complaints 
be investigated and the following statistics developed: during the time that these flights are within 
a ten mile radius of the airport and considered by Massport and the FAA to be "out over the 
water," what is their average minimum distance from residences? What is the altitude of each 
when it is within a mile of residential property (measured from plane centerline horizontally to 
residential property)? 


I further request that a team of aviation noise and emissions professionals agreeable to both the 
residents named above and the FAA New England Regional Office be retained at the expense of the 
Department of Transportation to design and carry out a comprehensive statistical study of the last 
two years of Logan traffic's impact on my town, with correlation of actual traffic during that period 
to public health impact. No such studies were done by Massport or the FAA to support the claims 
in the DEIS/FEIR that building 14/32 would create environmental benefit by sending 75,000 new 
flights " out over the water," flights are shown in the DEIS/FEIR flying over South Shore towns. No 
noise monitoring or air quality monitoring was done for our town. Exactly how and where do 
Massport and the FAA delineate what residential areas are to be considered "the water"? 


If it were shown that even a majority of the flights were following the published procedures, then 
the problem is that those procedures do not work for this setting. If the planes were at 6,000 feet 
before passing over land and coming from the specified direction, they would still be too loud, too 
often, and this whole set of procedures by the FAA needs to be revised. Additionally, there is no 
reason that all of the runways turn back right over the South Shore. If they were climbing to the 
specified height, that would mean that they should be coming back over at different locations, not 
right over the same neighborhoods. Massport claims that the streams of planes are nearly equal 
going to the North and South Shores on the 27 departures. This differs from the observations of 
South Shore residents and should be checked against actual records. If you spend a day at 
Marblehead, one of neighbors pointed out, you will never hear the noise. 


Regardless of the outcome of the DEIS/FEIR, I request a detailed response to this letter and 
confirmation that the Washington, DC, office of the FAA is fully informed about the continual air 
traffic violations and disturbances documented in our complaints and in the records of actual 
tracks and altitudes kept by the FAA and Massport's Noise Abatement and the extreme noise and 
emission intrusions into this environmentally sensitive residential region. 


Air traffic routing in and out of Logan is in a mess. A large percentage of the standard complaint 
form copies I receive cite "high air traffic demand" in response to complaints that huge volumes of 
traffic are persistently routed without reference to published procedures and noise abatement 


rules. Building 14/32 would greatly exacerbate a situation that is already, to the careful observer 
on the ground, well out of control. The FAA Tower and Massport cannot effectively manage recent 
and current traffic. Massport could have instituted peak period pricing in response to "high air 
traffic demand" at any time, but immediate delay reduction and congestion management was not 
its "preferred alternative." Perhaps a careful, professional analysis of the historical (last two years’) 
divergence between the FAA Tower's published procedures and its actual chaotic practice will 
provide a new light on whether Logan needs professional management to published standards or 
business as usual and a runway that will cause a bigger version of the situation as it is now. 


I conclude that Logan Air Traffic Management needs relief. The FAA, of all agencies, has to be able 
to be trusted by the public to operate by the book. The FAA needs to admit to the public that it has 
not managed Logan traffic by the book. The hostility of Greater Boston communities toward 
Massport and the Logan Tower is richly deserved, because they have persistently violated their 
own routing rules and abused residential and civic airspace. These problems need an honest public 
accounting, a full professional investigation and comprehensive remedial restructuring and relief. 
The public trust has been abused day and night in full sight of the citizenry. As a former pilot anda 
taxpayer, I very much want to have my trust and respect for the FAA restored. 


Sincerely, 
Mary Ann Frye 


South Shore Jet Pollution Council 


cc. Norman Mineta 
Jane Garvey 
Senator Edward Kennedy 
Senator John Kerry 
Congressman William Delahunt 
Congressman Michael Capuano 
State Senator Robert Hedlund 
State Representative Garrett Bradley 
Board of Selectmen, Town of Hingham 
Virginia Buckingham 
Nancy Timmerman 


Attachments: 
Picture of accumulated Hingham complaints to Massport Noise Abatement 
A selection of sample complaints 


Hinshaw chrplany to [ViAsepgrt Ketee Aleatemet— 


Ce ae 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann Frye Telephone: 781-749-0814 
2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 


Disturbance Date and Time: 14:24 on 15 Feb 01 to 
—=SeSs vance Date and Time 
14:24 on 15 Feb O1 

Conditions: 

Wind Direction: © 330 deg Wind Speed: 13 Knots 

Ceiling: 7000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
Runways in Use: 

Arrivals: 4R - 4, 

Departures: 4R - 41 
Complaint Description: Within the past 24 hours all of the 3 major 
flight patterns have been over my home. At. -L. om; Runway 4R 


arrivals were not flying over the water. At 12 3.h Om Runway 4R 
arrivals and Runway 9 departures were crossing paths and were 
excessively loud. 


Massport Report of Investigation: The FAA has been notified of 


your concerns with a copy of this complaint. 


Massport Reporter: Mike Lindstrom/NAO 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann Frye Telephone: 781-749-0814 
2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 


Disturbance Date and Time: 14:12 on 23 Feb O1 to 
14:12 on 23 Feb O1 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 260 deg Wind Speed: 6 Knots 
Ceiling: 3000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 27-225 
Departures: Zon 4° 22 


Complaint Description: The aircraft noise has been constant all 
day. There was no answer on the complaint line at 1 am last night. 
There was a steady stream of aircraft last night between 1 and 2 
am. 


Massport Report of Investigation: Between 1 and 7:10 am you were 


affected by jet arrivals on Runway 4R. A change of runway 
configuration occurred at 7:10 am. Between 7:10 am and 22205 <p 
you were affected by jet arrivals on Runway 33L. A change of 
runway confiuration occurred at 12:05 pm. Between 12:05 and 2:12 
pm you were affected by jet departures on Runway 22R. The FAA has 
been notified of your concerns and observations by a copy of this 
report. 


Massport Reporter: Mike Lindstrom/NAO 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann Frye Telephone: 

2 Beach Lane 

Hingham, MA 02043 

Disturbance Date and Time: 22:16 on 18 Mar O01 to 


22:16 on 18 Mar Ol 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 330 deg 
Ceiling: 7500 Ft 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Wind Speed: 
Visibility: 


781-749-0814 


13 Knots 
10.0 Miles 


Complaint Description: I can not sleep because of the aircraft 
noise. The aircraft that flew overhead at 10:15 pm was too low. 
Please include the altitude of this aircraft in this complaint. 


Massport Report of Investigation: 


You were affected by a B727 


arriving on Runway 33L that was over your area at an altitude of 
1900’. The FAA has been notified of your concerns and observations 


by a copy of this report. 


Massport Reporter: Operations 
Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann Frye Telephone: 781-749-0814 
2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 


Disturbance Date and Time: 12:45 on 03'May 01 to. 
12:45 on Q3 May O1 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 280 deg Wind Speed: 15 Knots 
Ceiling: 25000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 33L - 33R 
Departures: 27 - 33L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft that just flew over Hingham 
was off course. I would like to know the altitude of this aircraft 
over the North Shore of Hingham. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by-a_B737 that 
departed on Runway 22R and was at an altitude/of 3400’. “The FAA 
has been notified of your concerns and observations bya copy of 
this report. eae 

Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 


Boston-Logan International Airport 


East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 


Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann 
2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 


Disturbance Date and Time: 


Conditions: 


Wind Direction: 


Ceiling: 
Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 
Departures: 


Frye 


Telephone: 


15:22 on 03 May 01 to 
15222 on 03. May O01 


781-749-0814 


250 deg Wind Speed: 16 Knots 
10000) Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 
27 - 22L 
22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: 


T would like to know the altitude of the 


aircraft that flew southerly over Hingham at 3:20 pm. 


Massport Report of Investigation: 


t You were affected by an MD80 
that departed on Runway22R and was over your area. 
was at an altitude of 2000’ over your area. 


This aircraft 
The FAA has been 


notified of your concerns and observations by a copy of this 


report. - 


Massport Reporter: 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


Noise Abatement Office 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann Frye Telephone: 781-749-0814 
2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 


Disturbance Date and Time: 07:35 on 09 May O01 to 
07:35 on O09 May O1 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 200 deg Wind Speed: 7 Knots 
Ceiling: 20000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: OF a! 29% 
Departures: 22R - 22L 


Complaint Description: I was awakened by aircraft at 4:35, 4:37 
and 4:51 am. There was also an aircraft directly over my house at 
10:40 am. I would like to know the altitude of these aircraft. 


Massport Report of Investigation: You were affected by a B727 and 
a DC8 which both arrived on Runway 33L. You were also affected by 
a C402 that departed on Runway 22R:>-These-aircraft were over your 
area at altitudes OL 1600’, 1500’ and 1000’. ‘The FAA has been 
notified of your--cen@erns “and ‘observations by a copy of this 
report. 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


MASSACHUSETTS PORT AUTHORITY 
Noise Abatement Office 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
East Boston, MA 02128-2042 


Aircraft Disturbance Report 
Person Reporting Disturbance: 


Mrs. Mary Ann Frye Telephone: 781-749-0814 
2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 


Disturbance Date and Time: 19:32 on 09 May 01 to 
19:32 on 09 May O1 


Conditions: 
Wind Direction: 110 deg Wind Speed: 12 Knots 
Ceiling: 20000 Ft Visibility: 10.0 Miles 


Runways in Use: 


Arrivals: 4R - 4L 
Departures: 9-4R-4L 


Complaint Description: The aircraft that flew over my house at 
6:53 and 7:14 pm were too low and off course. I would like to know 
the altitudes of both of these flights. 


yMassport Report of Investigation: You were affected by an MD80 
ae on Runway 4R and was over your aréeat an altitude of 
6000’ You were also affected by a B727 that departed on runway 
\9 and was over your area at an altitude Of 3300" The FAA has been 
notified of your concerns and ORE e Enos. py ‘a copy of this 
report. cass 


Massport Reporter: Noise Abatement Office 


Send Copy: Yes 


cc: FAA Boston Tower Chief 


I submit the following as Public Comments on Massport's 
DEIS/FEIR — essays about 14/32's bad impacts, areey 
published in South Shore newspapers between 
September 2000 and May 2001: 


1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9) 


Without representation! 

Over water operations 

All routes lead to Logan. But do they have to? 
Congratulations! 

No, Virginia, the South Shore is not Santa Claus. 
Massport's Dream— No one lives on the South Shore 
Logan Expansion will not help the South Shore Economy. 
Logan seen emerging as top polluter" 


We need a wizard 


10) News from the Public Hearing on 14/32 
11) Logan Airport is badly managed. 
12) Roof of noise 


13) Fourteen comments 


Without representation! 
The South Shore & Proposed Runway 14/32 


Massport proposes to build a new runway at Logan Airport that points southeast right at 
the South Shore towns. Its name, 14/32, describes its orientation: 140 degrees of compass 
heading in one direction, 320 degrees in the other. The February 1999 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement shows the stream of departing traffic covering the south across Quincy, 
Braintree, Weymouth, Hingham, Hull and Cohasset. 


The arrivals are shown as more concentrated, aimed directly across Hingham, Hull and 
Cohasset, but Weymouth and Quincy may also be heavily affected. Massport's 
documentation is too vague to be sure where all impacts may fall. Private conversations 
with aviation planners seem to indicate that Quincy, Weymouth, and Western Hingham 
may host a new arrival stream. 


Arrivals fly very low in altitude many miles out from the airport. According to the FAA, 
approaches to Logan use a 3 per cent glide slope. Current arrivals to Runway 33, which are 
routed over Turkey Hill and Worlds End, are often below 2,500 feet near and over rooftops 
in Worlds End and Crow Point. They descend below 1,500 feet over homes in Hull. 


If 14/32 were ever built, jet arrivals over Hingham, Hull and Cohasset would increase to 
98,000 from 29,000, according to Massport. But since the deregulation of airlines, there is 
no legal upward limit. Logan’s published goal is to host 120 operations an hour, two flights 
every minute. 


Supporters of 14/32 say the goal is not to increase overall traffic but to decrease delays by 
20%. Massport’s own figures show that in only a few years that projected 20% decrease 
would be wiped out, and delays will continue to rise, whether 14/32 is built or not. The 
South Shore would get a huge and hugely disproportionate load of noise and other 
environmental impacts if the runway were built. 


There is widespread opposition to the proposed runway by communities, elected officials 
and transportation experts. Jane Garvey, Administrator of the FAA, asked supporters and 
opponents to look for alternatives. The "Garvey Panel,"appointed by Mayor Menino of 
Boston and Governor Celucci is meeting right now, but no South Shore delegates were 
appointed. The future of the South Shore is being determined in Boston, and neither we 
nor our elected officials are at the table. 


9/5/00 


Over water operations 


Remember years ago the pilot of your flight out of Boston announcing, "You may wonder 
why we are headed EAST when your eventual destination is west. We are performing our 
climb out over the ocean out of courtesy to residents who would otherwise be bothered by 
our noise."? 


These FAA-designed "Noise Abatement" routes headed planes EAST from the airport, 
NORTH of the Hull Peninsula a given number of miles before turning north or south and 
climbing to a given minimum altitude BEFORE turning west over the coastline. Although 
the Logan Tower has unilaterally quit following the FAA rules that protected Hull, Hingham, 
Cohasset and Weymouth, these rules are officially still in effect for every departure runway. 


More excellent news: The stream of jet arrivals on Runway 33 (now over Turkey Hill, Worlds 
End Reservation, Hull & George's Island) can also be safely placed EAST of Hull & the 
Mainland, at least in good weather, thanks to advances in navigation technology. That 
would clear most low traffic from the South Shore towns and the south islands of the Boston 
Harbor Islands National Recreation Area, without negatively impacting other towns. 


Why haven't Massport and the Logan Tower acted quickly to restore enforcement of existing 
FAA noise abatement rules? Why haven’t they installed new technology and moved the 33 
arrivals east? Massport’s noise abatement office told callers that the South Shore had not 
been getting "its fair share" of low traffic, but these flights would be over the open ocean, 
NOT other towns, if the FAA rules were followed. There is no technical or safety reason not 
to follow them. 


Massport is running an intensive PR campaign to sell the extremely controversial proposal 
to build another runway, proposed runway 14/32 that points straight at the South Shore. 
The plan depends on using the South Shore as a noise dump for 98, 000 combined arrivals 
on 33 & 32, homesteading a whole region that is already occupied and effectively changing 
its zoning from residential to jet path! 


"Over water operations" once honestly meant using the open ocean to the EAST of Hull and 
Winthrop to climb and descend. It is our impression that Massport is now using the words 
to describe wrapping both low departures and low arrivals immediately onto the 
communities of greater Boston, across narrow bays and rivers completely ringed by people's 
homes. On its Website and in its PR campaign, Massport claims a new runway pointed at 
the South Shore would save residents of Boston-area communities from noise because all 
operations would be "over water." Please note that jet arrivals and departures fly so fast that 
they spend no more than 90 seconds over water before or after screaming over the ring of 
towns all around Boston Harbor. 


Logan CAN and SHOULD be held permanently to the FAA noise abatement rules now in 
place, as a minimum. Logan should not be allowed to ignore such clear alternatives to 
routing low departures and arrivals over peoples’ homes as the harbor mouth between Deer 
Island and Hull specified in the FAA rules. Massport’s 14/32 proposal should be rejected, 
because it depends on dumping unimaginable noise on the South Shore. 


10/3/00 


All routes lead to Logan. But do they have to? 


This weekend I came back from Portland, Maine, to Boston on the Concord 
Trailways express bus. So many people were bound for Logan Airport from Portland, 
Maine, that a separate bus was added for their sole use. The Portland to Logan bus 
runs 11 times a day each way, 22 total trips. Portland to Logan is a two hour and 
fifteen minute bus ride. The city of Portland HAS an airport. 


T attended a Communities Against Runway Expansion (CARE) meeting in Boston at 
which Mayor Menino explained the problems more airport expansion and another 
runway would cause on the streets of Boston. All the passengers and freight 
Squeezing toward Logan Airport by land from at least as far away as Maine clog the 
streets of the city proper to converge on Logan. 


And in the sky above greater Boston passengers and packages are aimed at tiny 
Logan from every compass direction. All this low altitude, thundering, emission- 
spewing traffic queues up overhead to finally land, disgorge into cabs, trucks, cars, 
trains, limos and busses and then spread back out through the streets to destinations 
like Portland, Maine. Then more cars, limos, and busses struggle through the tunnels 
to the airport. Heavy trucks jam more freight down city streets to the airport loading 
docks. The planes load up and roar out over our heads again in all directions. 


I can get to Logan Airport from the South Shore at least six ways: my car, cut-rate flat- 
fee cab ride, Hingham commuter ferry with connection to the airport boat, Quincy 
airport ferry, subway system, and the Park and Ride bus. To get to T.F Green Airport 
near Providence, RI (and its lower congestion and plane fares), in contrast, I either 
have to drive or take a cab. I was quoted $115 for a cab ride. The distance is not that 
much different. 


I opened last week’s Sunday Globe and found a map of existing and proposed train 
lines in Southeastern Massachusetts. They are arranged like wheel spokes but with 
no outer rim and no connectors between the spokes. The hub is the city of Boston, 
where all the lines converge in a point. If1 want to go anywhere but Boston by train, I 
have to go to Boston first. 


If Massport has a regional transportation plan, it must be shaped like that map of 
train lines— long dead end trails to Boston, both on the ground and in the sky, with 
Boston as the only vital center. Another runway at Logan would be more of the same. 
In a networked economy this centralized, hub-and-spoke shape fails to activate the 
potential of our whole region. It succeeds only in unnecessarily brutalizing the 
environment of Greater Boston. When opponents of expansion at Logan speak of 
regional transportation they are talking about a plan that spreads opportunity and 
convenience across the state and region without requiring that no matter where you 
are going you must go through Boston first. 


10/24/00 


Congratulations! 


Congratulations to our newly elected officials! Now that we have our new team, let’s 
get to work on the problem of current and future jet noise on the South Shore. 


Congratulations to Senator Kennedy! From your perspective as a national figure and 
a symbol of Massachusetts, you can understand the huge value the South Shore coast 
and the very old — and thriving and booming — South Shore towns bring to 
Massachusetts. You can calculate that it is crazy to plan airport expansion that 
depends on turning the air over the towns and coastal resources into a permanent 
standing wave of jet noise and emissions. With your global perspective, you know 
there are far superior ways to pursue world-class status than to pollute your own nest. 


Congratulations to Congressman Delahunt! With your deep interest in US policies 
abroad, you will want to see justice for your own district. If Massport builds Runway 
14/32, the whole north end of your district will be permanently red-lined for jet noise 
and emissions day and night. Looking at the map of the whole state, you can see that 
the unique resources of your district are great residential communities, coastal 
recreation and tourism close to Boston and a tradition of citizen participation and 
pride of community since before Independence. Your legacy should be to prevent the 
abuse of your region. 


Congratulations to State Senator Hedlund! After your successful campaign, you are 
in a great position to build the alliance among the Towns that will change Massport’s 
perception of the South Shore as a nice quiet place to dump noise. The South Shore 
citizenry is making itself heard on many big schemes of development. It is time for 
the rest of the state to learn that we plan to control our own destiny. That includes 
refusing to be treated as empty space by Massport. 


Congratulations to State Representative Bradley! Amazingly, you stopped by nearly 
all our homes and met nearly all of your constituents. You have a close-up view of 
what we all value so much about the South Shore. You won our support, and we need 
your support to make the voice of the South Shore saying, "Our territory must be 
protected!," large in the legislature and in the state. You are inheriting Mary Jeanette 
Murray’s outrage about the jet noise, and we challange you to take the battle forward. 


A different kind of congratulations to Jim Cantwell and Mary Anne McKenna, and to 
Mike Holden and Ted LeClair! We thank you for your fierce devotion to your 
community and your praiseworthy desire to serve. We thank you for your deep 
interest, and we invite you to stay in the fight! 


11/14/00 


No, Virginia, the South Shore is not Santa Claus 


I attended the breakfast meeting of the South Shore Chamber of Commerce last Thursday, at 
which the speaker was Massport head Virginia Buckingham. A selection of written questions 
collected from the tables was asked at the end. My question, "What would be the specific 
flight tracks and impacts on the South Shore if runway 14/32 were built?", was not selected. 


Ms. Buckingham’s topic was proposed runway 14/32. She called it a "tiny 5,000 foot 
runway" and questioned why it should be seen as an environmental problem when it is "on 
our own property" and "not tearing houses down or placing fill." She kept a straight face, as 
if she were talking about a pad for backyard barbecues, not the target area for traffic 
screaming low over the South Shore at a rate of a jet a minute. She said it "creates 
environmental benefits by cutting noise and pollution in our surrounding communities." 
For the South Shore communities, this claim is false. Massport’s Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) map (Figure 6.2-1) shows the routes. Weymouth, Hingham, Hull 
and Cohasset are depicted just touched by.the delicate extended fingertips of two outspread 
hand-like fans connecting to the ends of existing runway 33 and proposed runway 14/32. 
These fans represent 98,000 low jets a year. Blanketing the South Shore with massive new 
low jet traffic is central to the 14/32 proposal. 


Last April I asked the FAA for a copy of the "Brown Book," the current version of the DEIS, 
to pass on to the Hingham Board of Selectmen. I was told there were no copies left. It 
suddenly hit me just how wrong that answer was. The South Shore towns should have been 
at the table from the first instant the project was conceived. They should not be waiting in 
line for copies of the finished draft. If they had been included in the discussions, they would 
never have agreed to the environmental degradation proposed for the South Shore. 


Ms. Buckingham congratulated the South Shore Chamber of Commerce on having 
supported the runway early on. I am guessing that the Chamber did not have a full picture of 
the consequences to the South Shore, either, when they first expressed support. If Ms. 
Buckingham has her way, they will not get a fuller picture now. She gave her version of the 
deep questioning that is spreading through the South Shore towns, She warned that "groups 
opposed to 14/32 are spreading misinformation," and "using our worst case figures." 


(One of the least appetizing features of publicly financed people with PR departments is 
their knee-jerk characterization of citizens using their unpaid time to try to protect their 
communities as if we were fanatic outside agitator rumor mills instead of hardworking and 
conscientious volunteers. Why would we be spending our time this way if there were no 
basis to our arguments?) 


She said that "75,000 flights have been moved over water," probably not aware that people 
in her audience have daily - ‘and nightly - firsthand experience that her "over water" is 
already code for "over the South Shore towns." 


Ms. Buckingham spoke of an "improved standard of living and quality of life." The changes 
Massport plans for quality of life on the South Shore are not improvements. Our quality 

of life is exactly why we live here and why businesses locate here. We do not intend to 

give it away. 


12/4/00 


Massport's Dream— No one lives on the South Shore 


Massport is trying to erase the South Shore from the Massachusetts map. Massport wants to 
pretend that South Shore towns, taxpayers, homes, schools, churches, civic groups, public 
spaces and parks do not exist. Massport wants the FAA, the airlines, the US Congress and now 
the US President to pretend, too. 


How does the South Shore look from the vantage of Boston-based proponents of Logan Airport 
runway expansion, notably Governor Cellucci and his Massport appointees? It looks like Terra 
Incognita — the sketchy blank no-man’s land on the margins of antique maps, where there is 
nothing. In this vision, the South Shore is an alien wasteland beyond the pale. 


The "14/32" runway proposal depends on the acceptance of a level of noise throughout South 
Shore towns that the FAA calls "incompatible with residential land use," in planning new 
airports. Massport wants to use our town and private property as if it were not occupied. 


When the "Garvey Panel" was formed to study the environmental impacts of "14/32," the 
South Shore, targeted for the most severe impacts, was not included. No South Shore elected 
officials were even notified that we would get impacts. Individual residents happened on the 
plans and informed their elected officials. The lack of respect shown for our national, state and 
local elected representatives is stunning. 


The 14/32 scheme is being presented by Massport to the FAA and the US Congress as 
environmentally friendly, because it increases "over water operations." All of the proposed 
operations pass at very low altitudes over the South Shore towns. They are catastrophically 
hostile to the heavily residential South Shore. It is hard to imagine any sane planner knowingly 
mapping such damage onto established communities. 


The current policy of the Logan Airport Tower is to allow jet arrivals between midnight and 
6:00 AM and to confine them as much as possible to a runway whose traffic crosses over the 
South Shore towns. The FAA says it does this to spare all other (non South Shore) areas from 
being waked repeatedly by middle of the night noise. Why not impose a night time curfew, like 
the Washington, DC, airport has and spare us, too? 


Logan Airport is jam-packed. A prominent aviation expert told the recent New England 
governors transportation summit that Logan is already five times as busy as what federal 
officials consider "congested." He said that Logan capacity is about to "hit the wall," runway or 
not. Massport’s only argument for 14/32 is that it would reduce delays, but their own 
consultants project that any benefit would be TEMPORARY, and non-Massport experts say 
DELAYS AND TRAFFIC would increase sharply. This would add more stress on national 
aviation. 


Last week's Boston Globe reported that Governor Cellucci is saying publicly he will leverage his 
friendship with President Bush to force the FAA to approve the 14/32 proposal over the 
opposition of communities. 14/32 is a bad proposal. It is a wrecker for the South Shore. We 
residents and our elected officials need to force the real South Shore back onto the center 

of the map. 


1/30/01 


Logan Expansion will not help 
the South Shore Economy. © 


In a talk this fall to the South Shore Chamber of Commerce, Massport head 
Virginia Buckingham invited South Shore business to embrace proposed runway 
14/32. She said that South Shore business will lose out if the runway is not built. 
After much study of the 14/32 proposal, we think that the South Shore’s economy 
would be so damaged by 14/32 that businesses should mobilize to oppose it. 
Massport is like the Walrus and the Carpenter in Lewis Carroll’s Through the 
Looking Glass. The walk turns out pleasant for them, because they have the 
oysters for lunch. The South Shore is the oysters. 


"O Oysters, come and walk with us!’ 
The Walrus did beseech. 

‘A pleasant walk, a pleasant talk, 
Along the briny beach:" 


Buckingham went to Washington, DC, this fall to lobby the House Subcommittee 
on Aviation to force Logan runway expansion. She told them that Logan "has a $5 
billion impact on the local economy." According to the Boston Globe, air travel 
planning expert and MIT professor Amedeo Odoni told the New England 
governors at a recent transportation summit that even with controversial 14/32 
and peak period pricing and improvements to air traffic control, Logan can’t 
possibly increase capacity more than 10 percent. 10% of Massport’s claimed $5 
billion positive impact is $1/2 billion. 


The towns most affected by 14/32 on the South Shore have a combined property 
value of at least $18.2 billion. The 65 decibel noise level which the FAA says is 
incompatible with residential land use may already include parts of several South 
Shore towns. The tripling of air traffic from 14/32 will add another 5 decibels, 
according to a noise consultant hired by South Shore residents. Studies indicate a 
loss in value of 1-2 percent occurs for every one-point increase in decibel noise 
level. A 7.5 percent drop in property value is $1.4 billion, not to mention the 
annual tax revenue loss resulting from such a drop. Although most new and 
existing traffic would be routed over the South Shore if 14/32 were built, most of 
the increase in revenue would certainly not come to the South Shore. Our 
percentage, if any, of the gain would NOT EQUAL OUR CATASTROPHIC LOSS. 


Now, if you're ready, Oysters dear, 
We can begin to feed.’ 

‘But not on us!’ the Oysters cried, 
Turning a little blue." 


To summarize, the South Shore towns would get noise "incompatible with 
residential use." The economic health of the South Shore depends heavily on the 
residential tax base. Quality of life is our main negotiable product. Besides the 
drop in property value and the loss of tax revenues to the towns, a change from 
quiet zone to jet path would ripple quickly through real estate, development, 
contracting, building services and materials, landscaping services and supplies, 
nurseries and garden supplies, outdoor recreation merchandise, boat sales and 
rentals, marine supplies and services, restaurants and lodging and on through the 
businesses that support all of these. This does not include future health costs from 
enormously increased emission pollution. The recently published Winthrop 
Health Study found a large rise in lung cancer for women in that community. 


‘It seems a shame,’ the Walrus said 
‘To play'them such a trick, = > 
After we've brought them out so far, 
And made them trot so quick!’ 

The Carpenter said nothing but 

‘The butter’s spread too thick!’ 


Would Massport actually build a runway that would so damage a thriving region? 
The projections of increased traffic on the South Shore come directly from 
Massport’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for runway 14/32. Most of the 
new traffic would be arrivals — at least 75,000 of them — flying at altitudes below 
2,000 feet. The single most effective action that the South Shore towns and 
business community can make to grow our economy is to prevent the building of 
runway 14/32. 


"O Oysters,’ said the Carpenter, 
You've had a pleasant run! 

Shall we be trotting home again?’ 
But answer came there none— 
And this was scarcely odd because 
They'd eaten every one." 


2/5/01 


Logan seen emerging as top polluter" 


The lead story in the Boston Globe, March 10, 2001, was, "Logan seen emerging as top 
polluter." State Environmental Affairs Secretary Robert Durand said that emissions- 
wise, "the one industry that has gotten the free ride is the airline industry." The Globe 
said, "jets at Logan are emitting tons of nitrogen oxides every year, a key ingredient in 
both smog, which aggravates asthma, and acid rain, which harms trees and wildlife." 


The Globe article says, "Air pollution concerns at Logan couldn't come at a worse time 
for airport officials, who are trying to get approval for a fifth runway to ease congestion. 


Still, adding that runway will cut down on air pollution, contends Betty Desrosiers, 


Massport's director of aviation planning, because planes would not be idling as long as 
they do now before taking off." (my underline) Ms. Desrosiers says here that delay equals 


pollution. Give her a big bonus for breathtaking spin control, Massport! Falling for her 
claims would literally take our breath away. 


IT IS NOT CREDIBLE that the 100,000 more jet operations annually and 35% increase in 
capacity Massport projects for the runway would DECREASE emissions. It would take a 
monstrous lot of idling to equal it. Runway or no runway, Logan is predicting increases 
in delay, not decreases. Building the runway would create a higher volume of traffic AND 
a higher volume of delays. 


Massport's runway expansion project depends on using the South Shore for most new 
operations, on top of the current traffic, including all possible night time traffic. The 
Massport PR blitz to push runway expansion claims environmental benefits from "over 
the water" operations which are actually routed right over South Shore towns. 


A 2000 study of O'Hare Airport found elevated cancer risks within a 30-mile radius, 
especially downwind. Hull is 6 miles, Hingham 7 miles and Cohasset 12 miles from 
Logan Airport. Public health & atmospheric pollution impacts from airports are a real 
sleeper issue with scary statistics just beginning to emerge on elevated cancer rates, 
respiratory disease and early mortality. 


Logan traffic may already be the biggest industrial polluter on the South Shore. Every 
plane is like an aerosol can bigger than a brontosaurus, spraying carcinogens down into 
our backyards during its whole transit. One a minute for long periods over Hingham, 
Hull and Cohasset. The South Shore could be the Woburn/ A Civil Action of the near 
future. 


It is time to take a hard look at that layer of brown smog emerging and drifting from 
Logan and the voluminous if invisible emissions pollution raining on communities 
under the jet paths. The Greater Boston area needs regional transportation solutions 
that do not increase Logan traffic. 


3/13/01 
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We need a wizard 


Massport has forcibly thrown the invisibility cloak on the South Shore. Massport's just released Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement claims that a new runway is a magic fix to cut pollution and noise 
impacts, while it triples - at the least - very low altitude traffic and pollution here. "Runway 14-32 
Arrivals and Departures" on the South Shore are shown on the second map in the first book of the 
DEIS, "ES-18". Not only do new aerial expressways coming from the south stream over Braintree, 
Weymouth and Hingham, but the traffic from the north uses the South Shore to turn back on itself, 
and every plane impacts us twice. 


Map ES-18 shows polluting run amuck. Hundreds of thousands of jets converge. The whole of Greater 
Boston disappears under a swirl of emission trails. (Think I exaggerate? Look at the map.) If Massport 
could erase the South Shore from the Massachusetts map, would the pollution reduction claim be 
true? At 4 meeting last Monday night called by Mayor Menino (the nearest we have to a wizard 
protecting us), close-in neighborhoods reported an obscure footnote in the DEIS showing that they 
may get a four or five-fold increase in traffic. 


The longtime champion, Congressman Moakley, is ailing. The State's powerful wizards with federal 
influence- Senator Kennedy, Senator Kerry, our own Congressman Delahunt - are still standing aloof 
from the madness and our real peril. Will they finally turn and face down the dangerous illogic in 
Massport's short-sighted and ill thought-out plan? Help! Someone, make a real, grownup study of the 
region's long term transportation and clean air needs, instead! Please contact each of them and ask 
that he take the lead and do it! 


It is urgent that we make the South Shore visible during the short Public Comment Period for the DEIS 
that ends in early May. The Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairsand the FAA need to 
understand that severe impact on the South Shore is being ignored. 


3/27/01 
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News from the Public Hearing on 14/32 


The sole Public Hearing on Massport's runway 14/32 proposal was Wednesday night in 
Boston. Robert Durand, for whose decision-making the Hearing was assembled, didn't show 
up. He went to a photo exhibit opening, instead. 


Virginia Buckingham, Massport's executive director, left the Hearing before the evening 
session, essentially walking out on the presentations by concerned citizens. The FAA 
alternated opponents and proponents on the speaker list. Apparently there were so many 
more opponents that nearly all the the evening was theirs. Massport representative Jose 
Juves was quoted as saying Buckingham considered the opponents repetitive! 


Not repetitive, I found, but cumulatively decisive. I listened for six hours and concluded 
something new to me, which Sec. Durand and Ms. Buckingham missed. The reason for 
delays and pollution at Logan is poor management. No one person convinced me. It was 
dozens of Greater Boston residents, dozens of elected officials from US Congressman 
Capuano to former Governor Dukakis arrived direct from an Amtrak Board meeting in DC, 
veteran dragon-slayer Bernice Mader from the Quincy Mayor's office,and Marilyn Fenalosa, 
National Trust for Historic Preservation. Each let a little air out of Massport's puffed up 
claims, until they deflated entirely. One political insider said to me, "This is by far the most 
diverse group I have ever seen working together on a single issue in Greater Boston!" 


Of the proponents, Boston Chamber of Commerce President Paul Guzzi seemed most 
sensible: an effort to decrease delays is good; it is important to continue economic growth. 
He favored a more comprehensive approach to transportation. He supported high speed 
rail. The South Shore Jet Pollution Council agrees with all of that. What emerged from 
everyone's combined testimony is that another runway is not a sane path to those good 
goals. 


Sen. Bob Hedlund and Rep. Garrett Bradley stood at the podium in solidarity with 
numerous Boston colleagues. Hingham Selectman Mat Maclver and SSJPC attorney Bill 
Golden made concise, hard-hitting points. Many South Shore residents spoke to the 
meeting. 


Michael Dukakis announced there will be a total of eighteen Acela train runs daily - much 
easier on the traveler than the air shuttle/cab rides ordeal. A big percentage of the Logan & 
NY airports! clogging is those air shuttles. He was tired of an obsolete runway scheme kicked 
around for more than twenty years. They told us it would ruin the economy if we didn't 
build it last time!, he said. He and other speakers reminded the crowd that peak period 
pricing had been an instant fix for delays when it was tried in the eighties. After all of 
Massport's gottahavearunway PR, it was a delightful clearing of the air to hear him describe 
scenarios that will work much better than any airport expansion. 


5/1/01 


Logan Airport is badly managed. 


I learned it at the Public Hearing for Logan expansion, listening to a varied chorus 
from thirty towns. The chorus is in my mind while I write comments for the Public 
Comment Period against Massport's Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): 


Massport is not qualified to manage a project with gigantic negative impacts on 
public health. Massport apparently cannot find the South Shore on a map. It 
proposes to bring the noise and emissions more deeply into the residential bowl 
around the Massachusetts Bay and put three to four times more pollution onto 
neighborhoods. Massport falsely claims environmental benefits from75,000 new 
flights "out over the water", which appear on their EIS maps at low altitudes over 
South Shore homes. Without any pollution and public health studies AT ALL for 
the South Shore, Massport is spinning a residential pollution gain as an 
environmental gain! 


If Logan's delay record is as catastrophic as Massport says, their management has 
made it so. They say they are powerless, because the airlines are allowed to 
schedule as many flights as they want. If you follow this logic out, the added 
capacity claimed for proposed runway 14/32 will again be overrun, and more 
airport expansion must follow, in a permanent and uncontrollable spiral. The size 
of Logan's impact MUST be scaled to the urban location of the airport. If Greater 
Boston is not a permanent helpless sacrifice to the appetite of the airlines - and it 
is possible to control the haphazard growth of Logan at some point - then it is 
possible to control it now. (E.g., air freight flights all night over residential 
neighborhoods are haphazard management, at best.) 


Massport Director Virginia Buckingham was previously a press secretary, a 
spinmeister. Apparently, Massport is satisfied those are qualifications to run an 
airport. Buckingham has certainly been quick to cover every hazard to the 14/32 
juggernaut with spin control. If the runway were built, spin could not fix its 
damage to public health and the civic fabric. The experts on those impacts are the 
communities already affected and their elected officials. It is shamefully bad 
management to repel their first-hand, site-specific, time-tested knowledge instead 
of learning from it. And the knowledge of aviation and health experts not on the 
Massport payroll, who are free to look at emerging data on the downsides of 
aviation sprawl. Deciding if major polluter Logan should pollute more, weighing 
the expansion Massport craves against public health costs, managing noise so life 
on the ground is still good — these require experts Massport did not hire. The 
process badly needs the residential victims of Logan to tip the balance toward a 
livable world class region, or just a livable one, if we can't have both. 


5/15/01 
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Roof of noise 


Massport's EIS proposes to put a roof of noise and jet fuel emissions pollution on 
Massachusetts Bay, twenty-four hours a day. What does Greater Boston have that 
sets it apart? Unusual scenic beauty, location by the sea, on spectacular 
Massachusetts Bay. If you moved the city fifty miles inland, what would you lose? 
Take away ocean views, boating, sea birds bobbing, the harbor islands, the 
aquarium, the JFK Library promontory, Castle Island, the mouth of the Charles 
and its navigable stream, the USS Constitution, the piers, the Tall Ships, the 
harbor hotels, the South Shore ferries, the ghosts of the Tea Party, the Ride, the 
muffled oars and the Revolutionary War bombardments, and you don't have 
Greater Boston, 


Mass Bay is beautiful and unique and historically vital and full of homeowners. 
You might as well fill it with sludge and pave it over, as install a roof of noise. So 
why expand the airport, blitz the Bay and quadruple the roar and filthy air? It's 
like burning a winning hand of cards. 


Medical, financial and educational professionals want to be here because of the 
physical environment. It is our competitive edge. They want to live in healthy 
homes in the ring of communities the EIS wants to blitz with noise and pollution. 
Tourists and conventions want to come to lovely maritime Boston. A roof of noise 
will not keep them coming. 


Instead, Mass Department of Transportation, get a diverse regional 
transportation working group hashing this out. Maximize the regional economy 
without wrecking the value of the coast. Weed out all the Logan traffic that doesn't 
have Boston as its destination. Invest in state of the art electric bus and train 
shuttles from around the region and other regional airports, not to Logan but to 
Boston, so we get tourism and business without the roof of noise. Invest in low 
cost, low pollution bus and train transport between Massachusetts residents and 
the regional aiports close to them, not to Logan. Don't keep Logan Express busses 
importing passengers from all over New England into Logan. Don't let the freight 
carriers consolidate operations at Logan. Give them incentive to ship direct to 
their cargo's actual destination. Give incentives to use freight trains, and work 
with Amtrak to organize fast delivery. Don't allow the airlines to schedule more 
planes than can land. The roof of noise and filth is an unwanted byproduct of 
aviation sprawl. Aviation sprawl is fairly new and can be reversed. Please, US 
Department of Transportation, don't just ask the airlines if we need more sprawI! 
They got us where we are now in a few short years. They don't know the answers. 


5/22/0 
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Fourteen Comments on 14/32 


Here are fourteen reasons why Massport's Environmental Impact Statement for 14/32 
should be rejected: 


1) To users of Logan, including those using private jets: if the runway is built, delays are 
expected to skyrocket. So you will not get in and out of Logan as fast as you do today. The 
EIS provides no evidence that meaningful delay relief would result. 


2) 14/32 is opposed by the City of Boston and dozens of other Greater Boston 
communities. A new 109-page report, produced by an aviation-consulting company for 27 
Logan-area communities, and with highlights published in last Sunday's Boston papers, 
criticizes the runway review by Massport and the FAA as "'a significant misinterpretation or 
misrepresentation ofreality." 


3) The same report concludes that 14/32 would improve operations only for wind 
conditions that develop about 10 times a year and that , "Demand management techniques 
and substantial reduction of small plane traffic at Logan could materially ease delay during 
such periods, which are quite limited in any event." 


4) Peak period pricing pushed Logan from 2nd in delays in the nation to 19th in the 1980's. 
It costs almost nothing to implement, can be done immediately, does not cause expansion 
and future delays, and does not require any construction. 


5) 14/32 would at least triple low altitude flights over South Shore communities. There is 
no reason whatsoever for our areas to be subject to the current unacceptable and 
inexcusable noise caused by lack of enforcement of existing noise abatement rules. There is 
no reason to expect the Logan Tower to behave more professionally with a much larger 
volume of traffic. 


6) 14/32 would triple and quadruple low altitude flights over communities to the North 
and West of Logan. 


7) No public health studies have been done for the EIS to determine health impacts. 


8) The EIS maps show that 75,000 new flights Massport claims would be "out over the 
water" are over South Shore towns. The pollution Massport claims gets reduced due to 
14/32 would be dumped on South Shore residences. 


9) The expansion caused by 14/32 would not MAKE Boston a "world class city". It would 
immerse the world class attractions we already have and the entire ring of Massachusetts 
Bay communities in heavy air pollution and noise. Logan is already one of the biggest 
polluters in Massachusetts. 


10) 14/32 was designed for turboprop aircraft, which are being rapidly phased out. 14/32 
would not accommodate most of the regional jets replacing them. (Note to private pilots: 
make sure you understand the real fate of small prop plane traffic at Logan, before being 
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convinced to support 14/32 to preserve your access. Most sources say it will be largely 
squeezed out, runway or no runway.) 


11) The 14/32 proposal depends on using the South Shore as a major all day and all night 
flight path. The World Health Organization says a DNL of 50 decibels - 50 decibels in the 
day, 40 decibels in the night - is the limit to prevent major annoyance. The FAA accepts no 
responsibility for noise less than 65 dbDNL, MORE THAN 13 TIMES THE NOISE OF 50 
DECIBELS! 


12) The exact location of 14/32 is not specified in the EIS. More importantly, the proposed 
air space is not disclosed, because it has not been designed, highly unusual for this kind of 
EIS. The EIS is asking for permission to build something unspecified and with unspecified 

impact. 


13) The regional transportation study Massport was charged with for the EIS was never 
done. Massport doesn't even support bus service to Providence, Manchester, and 
Worcester airports from its Logan-only suburban parking areas. That 9 of 10 new 
passengers use airports other than Logan is due to their amenities, not Massport's efforts. 


14) 14/32 would heavily impact the South Shore. South Shore municipalities, residents 
and elected officials were excluded from the planning process and have still not been 
provided a credible accounting of the impacts. 


5/29/01 


Submitted for the Public Comment Period by 


2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 02043 
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John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 June 4, 2001 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


As a resident of Hingham, Massachusetts, on the South Shore, I am completely opposed to 
the construction of proposed runway 14/32 and to the conclusions reached in the FEIR/DEIS. 
I am aware that reputable independent experts have found very serious flaws in the 
FEIR/DEIS. Arguments against the runway that particularly impressed me are that the fleet 
mix has changed, making 14/32 out of date, and that standard professional practice and cost 
benefit planning dictate fully implementing peak period pricing before considering the 
construction of any new runways. It also impressed me that Massport’'s document did not use 
current data in calculating the fleet mix. 


I note that the editor of the Boston Globe is questioning the need for the runway, in the light 
of these recent studies. 


The town where I live is both described as "water" in the DEIS/FEIR and slated for at least a 
tripling of low altitude traffic. Comprehensive emissions, noise and public health studies 
need to be done before any decision is made on airport expansion that would so adversely 
affect the largely residential South Shore and the air and water and recreational resources the 
region shares. 


Sincerely, 
C , 
Wich _ M Phere 
Michael McPherson 


2 Beach Lane 
Hingham, MA 01043 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 

June, 4, 2001 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to express my opposition to the construction of runway 14/32 at Logan Airport, 
as described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I am opposed in particular to its 
projected impacts on the South Shore. 


Respectfully, 


Nater Cathe. 


Darthea Collins 
26 Beach Road 
Hingham, Massachusetts 02043 
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ACTION 


is assigned to 


Congressman Bill Delahunt 


1317 Longworth House Office Building — 
Washington, D.C. 20515 | FAA 


February 5, 2001 Sj0 


Dear Congressman Delahunt, 


As you are aware, many of your constituents from across the South Shore believe our communities will be 
on the receiving end of a public health disaster should the new runway at Logan be built. 


To take a current example, runway 33 (and 14\32 if it's built) is the preferred approach for night-time 
operations, with flights approaching Logan low over our home near World’s End in Hingham, at the rate of 
one per minute, from 9 PM until 2:30 AM, every night, 365 nights a year. This is true for many homes in 
Hingham, Cohasset and Hull. The one exception to this is the occasional very significant storm, (i.e., a 
northeaster). In addition, when the prevailing winds are northwesterly, we receive the same rate of flights 
all day in addition to the night hours. 


Specifically, many of us are concerned about the combusted kerosene\gasoline mix containing highly 
carcinogenic compounds that rain onto our heads and are breathed into our bodies every day as a result of 
current operations. My daughter is just 10 years old and should not have to breathe such potentially lethal 
air. I'm reminded of the environmental tragedy in Woburn some years ago when the experts said ‘there 


- was nothing to worry about’, as cases of leukemia began clustering around toxic waste dumps leaching into 


the water supply. With thousands of flights flying over our homes every day, 365 days a year, significant 
parts of these towns could be becoming air and water toxic waste dumps with similar consequences. I've 
enclosed an article detailing air health hazards around major airports in the United States. 


I respectfully ask that you consider in particular the public health risk your constituents may legitimately be 
facing as result of current Logan operations. The recent Winthrop Health Study points to a significant 
correlation between heavy jet operations and increased respiratory and cancer rates that are well above state 
averages. Could the same be developing here, especially with the planned increase in operations with 
runway 14/32? 


I would deeply appreciate your consideration of a health study whose objective is to understand the present 
impacts of constant, unregulated jet exhaust streaming into our communities’ breathable air and potable 
water via gravity and dispersion at the rate of thousands of planes per week . Thank you for your 
consideration of this issue. 


Respectfully, 
f% 


a 


Richard Gol@hammer 
Hingham resident 
Hingham Representative to the South Shore Jet Pollution Council 


Ce: Matt Maclver, Hingham Selectman and Hingham Elected Representative, South Shore Jet 
Pollution Council 3 
Cohasset and Hull Town Representatives, South Shore Jet Pollution Council 
State Senator Robert Hedlund 
State Representative Garrett Bradley 
U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy 
U.S. Senator John Kerry 
Mindy Lubber, Regional Administrator, EPA 
Jane Garvey, FAA Chief 
US. Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta 


Exposing Airports’ Poison Circles 
by Sharon Ruth Skolnick 

Earth Island Journal 

Winter 2000-2001. Vol. 15, No. 4. 

Used with permission 


If you live within six miles of an airport, you are at heightened risk of dying 
prematurely from environmentally induced cancer. The culprit is the pollution spewing 
from jet aircraft, ground vehicles and airport maintenance operations. 


The situation is about to get worse. On April 5, President Clinton signed into law 
the Airports Expansion Act (AIR-21), which gave the green light to build new airports 
and add or extend runways at some 2,000 existing US airports, including more than 500 
airfields in major metropolitan areas. AIR-21 budgets $40 billion for airports 
construction, expansion and improvements - a 33 percent increase - over the next three 
years, 


Jack Saporito, President of the US Citizens Aviation Watch Association (CAW) - 
a coalition of concerned municipalities, environmental and grassroots groups, aligned 
with 27 like-organizations around the world - points to studies that have linked airport 
pollution to cancer, asthma, liver damage, lung disease, lymphoma, depression, myeloid 
leukemia and tumors. According to CAW, the impacts of airport pollution can effect 
people "living and working at distances greater than 30 miles from the facility." Today, 
70 percent of US residents live within 20 miles of a major airport. 


Airport critics are frustrated by the lack of official concern. "We have the sources, 
we have the pollutants in great amounts, we have the sick and dead people," says 
Saporito. "We just haven't linked it all together yet in an epidemiological study." 


But a mounting number of studies clearly suggest that airport pollutants have 
become chemical grim reapers, gradually sickening and killing nearby residents. Data 
from the Washington Health Department Census, which compared 1991-95 illness-and- 
mortality rates for residents near the Seattle-Tacoma (Sea-Tac) airport with those of 
Seattle overall, found that infant mortality near the airport was 50 percent greater, heart 
disease was 57 percent greater, cancer deaths were 36 percent greater (31 percent of those 
were lung cancer) and deaths from all causes were 48 percent greater. Average life 
expectancy for airport neighbors was 70.4 years, compared to Seattle's average of 76 
years. 


In August, a study by Environ International Corp. detected 219 volatile 
compounds in the air around Chicago's O'Hare International Airport (78 of them at 
"increased levels") and estimated the resulting cancer risk for people living near the 
airport as five times higher than the regional average. As Joe Karaganis, an attorney for 
concemed airport neighbors put it, the Environ study proves that O'Hare "is the number- 
one toxic polluter in the state of Illinois." 


Cancer in the Air 


The American Cancer Society predicts that in the US, one out of every two men 
and one out of every three women will eventually be diagnosed with cancer. In July, the 
New England Journal of Medicine reported that environmental factors - mainly radiation 
and chemical pollution - are roughly twice as likely as genetic factors to contribute to 
cancer cases. 


Aviation is responsible for emissions of nitrogen oxide, hydrocarbons, sulfur 
dioxide, naphthalene, benzene (a known carcinogen), formaldehyde (a suspected 
carcinogen), and dust particles that harm human health and contribute to global warming. 


The poison circle from a single runway can extend six miles from its hub and run 
20 miles downwind. The cancer rate for people living on the perimeter of Chicago's 
O'Hare airport is 70 percent higher than the rate for the average Chicagoan, according to 
CAW. A University of Illinois School of Public Medicine study estimates that pollution 
from O'Hare's seven runways could be affecting the health of five million individuals. 


Dioxins from spilled jet fuel, di-ethelyne glycol from de-icing fluids, leaked 
engine oil and dissolved jet exhaust particulates commonly flood the tarmac and seep into 
the ground, streams, and creeks bordering O'Hare. The run-off ultimately flows into the 
Des Planes River, endangering the health of downstream communities. 


A 1993 EPA health risk assessment concluded that aircraft engines are 
responsible for approximately 10.5 percent of the cancer cases within a 16-square-mile 
area surrounding Chicago's Midway airport. The National Resources Defense Council 
warns that "the same conclusion might apply to people living immediately adjacent to 
airports all over the country." 


The Santa Monica Airport is the oldest community airport in Los Angeles County 
and the busiest single-runway airport in the nation. In August 1995, the Los Angeles 
Unified School District asked the FAA to determine the airport's health impacts on the 
students and staff of nearby schools. The study determined that hydrocarbons and carbon 
dioxide far exceeded the National Ambient Air Quality Standard, and that maximum 
cancer risks were 23 times greater than the Federal Clean Air Act's "acceptable risk 
criterion" of one-in-a million. 


"Environmental Bombs" 


Jet planes pollute much more on the ground than in the air. Up to 90 percent of 
aircraft hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions occur when planes idle and taxi. 


In 1998, the Environmental Organization, Copenhagen (EOC, a coalition of 
Danish groups fighting pollution around the Copenhagen airport) published a report 
calling airports "environmental bombs" and noting that aviation "seems to be a ‘sacred 
cow,' excluded from all legislation to minimize environmental impact and damage. 


Aviation is the only transport form not regulated in any significant way to reduce 
environmental impact." 


The EOC urged severe reductions of hazardous airport emissions as part of 
Denmark's compliance with global-warming-gas reductions under the Kyoto Agreement. 
Among the EOC's recommendations: Outlaw the worst aircraft (the older TU 135B is 88 
times more polluting than a newer B777-300 jet); reduce the number of aircraft awaiting 
take-off (it is common practice for 10-20 aircraft to idle 20-40 minutes at full power); 
improve per-capita fuel efficiency by eliminating first-class and business-class seating 
and forbidding near-empty flights, and; hold aviation accountable for its fair share of 
Kyoto greenhouse gas reduction. 


In the US, a pollution-reduction study for Sea-Tac estimated that taxiing on two 
engines instead of four would reduce hydrocarbon emissions by 80 percent and carbon 
monoxide emissions by nearly 70 percent. Emissions could be cut further by towing 
aircraft to and from terminals. Fuel vapor recovery also can reduce aircraft hydrocarbon 
emissions, and fuel modifications can reduce nitrogen oxide particulate emissions by 30 
percent. 


Sacred Cows and Human Sacrifices 


The 1990 Clean Air Act requires the EPA to control emissions of hazardous air 
pollutants from major sources "such as factories, refineries, and mobile sources." 
Although airfields are among the largest single-source emitters of pollutants, air pollution 
assessments are rarely conducted for US airports. Because of the revenue large airports 
generate, local municipalities have been in no hurry to stem the flow of toxins. 


As Saporito sees it, the problem is that “there is no health agency watching 
airports. Most emissions are exempt" from reporting and those that are regulated are 
"self-reported and grossly under-reported." 


"It's pretty much an unregulated industry," says CAW's Saporito. The Federal 
Aviation Association (FAA), which is supposed to regulate the airline industry, also 
works to promote the industry. (Saporito recalls invoking the name of the FAA during a 
meeting with one major airline senior executive. "FAA?" the latter responded 
dismissively, "We are the FAA.") 


How many more airport neighbors and airport workers must suffer lingering 
illness - or prematurely take that last flight out - before the US acts? 


Supplemental research by Gar Smith. 
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CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS 


° The L.S. Starrett Company 
orre 121 Crescent Street 
Athol, MA 01331-1915 
Tel: (978) 249-3551 
Main Fax Number: (978) 249-8495 


Saw Division Fax Number: (978) 249-5979 
www.starrett.com 


John C. Silva May 3, 2001 
Manager, Environmental Programs 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Office Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


The purpose of this letter is to tell you of our strong support for the proposed 
unidirectional runway at Logan Airport. I hope that the FAA will make a final decision 
in support of the new runway as soon as possible and, hopefully, no later than August of 
this year. 


We are The L. S. Starrett Company, headquartered in Athol, MA, with 
manufacturing locations in Scotland, England, and Brazil, among other locations in the 
US and the Far East. We employ about 2,500 people worldwide—1,000 of them in 
Athol—and we are vitally concerned with the efficient movement of people and products 
in and out of New England. It is no secret that the whole aircraft industry is, and I must 
say, in particular, Boston, frustrating air travelers by delays and poor service. We agree 
with the proponents of the new runway that the construction of this runway would go a 
long way toward improving service to the area. We are already taking advantage of other 
transportation outlets—in particular, T. F. Green in Rhode Island and Manchester Airport 
in New Hampshire—but Logan Airport is really the hub of all of this activity. 


I think opposition to the airport is mostly emotional, because I can’t for the life of 
me see but what this new runway will cut down on the noise and pollution in general. 
This proposed runway has to be one of the most cost effective and quickest way to 
improving Logan Airport and the surrounding area with the most benefits to everyone. I 
hope you will issue your final decision soon and put this controversy behind us and bring 
the economy of New England in a positive direction. 


Sincerely, 


D. R. Starrett 
Chairman and CEO 
DRS/dmr 


cc: R. Durand, Secretary 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


PRECISION TOOLS # GAGES # SAW BLADES # MEASURING TAPES # LEVELS # M1 OIL # GAGE BLOCKS 
GRANITE SURFACE PLATES # OPTICAL MEASURING PROJECTORS # COORDINATE MEASURING MACHINES 
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George A. Russell, Jr. 
STATE STREET. Executive Vice President 


Serving Institutional Investors Worldwide ~ 


A SSS 
STATE STREET 


State Street Bank and Trust Company 
Community Affairs 

225 Franklin Street 

Boston, MA 02110-2804 


April 17, 2001 Telephone: (617) 664-3866 


Facsimile: (617) 451-6315 
garussell@statestreet.com 
hitp://www.statestreet.com 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Office Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to you in order to express State Street Corporation’s strong support for the 
proposed unidirectional runway (“14/32”) at Logan Airport. I urge the FAA to make a 
final decision in support of the new runway by August of 2001. 


State Street is a Massachusetts based financial services company that employs over 
12,000 in-state and over 18,000 worldwide. Given State Street’s focus on global markets, 
we rely on the efficient flow of people and goods in and out of New England. Costly and 
preventable delays are detrimental to our economic position and to the entire region. 
According to Massport, delays totaled 142,000 hours last year at Logan making it the 
sixth worst airport in the nation for delays. These costly delays lead to more than $300 
million in lost business time and travel costs each year. Further, these preventable delays, 
particularly those caused by northwest winds, would be addressed by the long-awaited 
construction of a fifth runway. | 


While recognizing that Logan Airport is the hub of New Engiand air travel, we have 
supported the push by Massport and the Cellucci-Swift Administration for the 
enhancement and increased usage of regional transportation options. Our employees take 
advantage of a wide array of regional transportation outlets, including Worcester Airport 
and Hanscom Airfield in Massachusetts, T.F. Green in Rhode Island and Manchester 
Airport in New Hampshire. Regional transportation efforts are already making a 
difference in redistributing the flow of air traffic throughout New England. Nonetheless, 
in order to ensure the health of New England’s economy, Logan Airport must operate at 
full efficiency. 


The need for a delay-reducing new runway at Logan has been known for some time. 
Clearly, the proposed new runway fits within the FAA’s national focus on building new 
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runways at other major airports. Massport has demonstrated that less traffic circling 
above the airport and fewer planes taxiing on the runway will translate into reduced noise 
and air pollution for the airport’s neighbors. The FAA’s draft environmental impact 
report supports these findings. 


In summary, State Street is in full support of the proposed Runway 14/32 and urges the 
FAA to act expeditiously in its final review. I am available to discuss this with you 
should you require further information. Thank you for considering State Street’s views in 
this matter. 


~o , ‘Oy. 


George A. Russell, Jr. 


Letter 118 


TRAVELERS 
CONSERVATION 
FOUNDATION 


Protecting world treasures 
June 5, 2001 for the future 


Mr. John Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


Travel is the #1 industry in the world today and the demand for it continues to 
grow. Travel, not only for industry but also for pleasure is the lifeblood of New 
England’s, especially greater Boston’s economic stability. I recognize that with this 
growth comes the challenge of serving industry and the public while considering the 
impact that this growth will have on the environment. After studying the issues 
surrounding the addition of Runway 14/32 at Boston’s Logan Airport, I am personally 
convinced that the addition of the runway attains the balance needed to serve all parties. 


Not only will the addition of Runway 14/32 enable the New England region to 
handle the anticipated inbound and outbound travel growth, it will actually improve local 
air quality as aircraft will be spending less time idling on taxiways and circling overhead. 
From what I understand, with the new runway, as much as 700 tons per year of pollution 
would be eliminated. Therefore, for this and several other reasons as a frequent user of 
several of New England’s airports, I strongly urge your support of Runway 14/32 for the 
benefit of all concerned. 


Sincerely, / 
ica em 


ee Beckham, CTP 
Executive Director 


phone 781.821.5990 fax 781.828.4319 emailbeckham@aol.com —_ website www.tcfonline.org 
587 Washington St., Canton, MA 02021 
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June 5, 2001 


Supplemental Draft EIS 

John C Silva 

Manager Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division ANE ~ 600 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington MA. 01803 


Dear Mt Silva. 
In reference to EKOEA Document # 10458 the proposed runaway 14/32 at Logan airport I 


am strongly in favor of it. The new runway will help to eliminated long delays, will help to 
eliminate air pollution due to overhead circling. This is a positive move for Logan 


na 


Leama im 


Karen Schragle 
Managing Director 


- 308 COMMONWEALTH ROAD * WAYLAND MA © 01778 


PHONE: 508-653-4600 © FAX: 508-655-5672 | a 
aUN 0 7 20071 
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May 9, 2001 


John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 


Federal Aviation Administration 


Airports Division, ANE-600 AGG REGATE 


New England Region DUET 
12 New England Executive Office Park USTRIES 


Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


On behalf of a major Massachusetts Construction Materials company that employees 
more than 900 people, I would like to convey my strong support for the proposed 
unidirectional runway at Logan Airport. I encourage the FAA to make a final decision of 
record in support of the new runway by August of 2001. 


As a corporation with the national and international reach, Aggregate Industries relies on 
the efficient flow of people and goods into and out of New England. Costly and 
preventable delays are detrimental to our economic position and to the entire region. 
According to Massport, delays totaled 142,000 hours last year at Logan — the sixth worst 
airport in the nation for delays — leading to more than 300 million in lost business time 
and travel costs each year. These preventable delays, particularly those caused by 
northwest winds, would be addressed by the long-awaited construction of a fifth runway. 


While Logan Airport is the hub of New England air travel, we have supported the push 
by Massport and the Cellucci-Swift Administration for increased regional transportation 
options. Our employees take advantage of a wide array of regional transportation outlets, 
including Worcester Airport and Hanscom Airfield in Massachusetts, T. F. Green in 
Rhode Island, and Manchester Airport in New Hampshire. Regional transportation 
efforts are already making a difference in redistributing the flow of air traffic throughout 
New Engiand, but for the sake of New E England’ s economy, ‘Logan pupen iUsi uperate 
at full efficiency. 


The time for the new Logan Airport delay reduction runway is long overdue. The new 
runway fits within the FAA’s national focus on building new runways at the other major 
airports, and the community will experience reduced noise pollution with less air traffic 
circling above the neighborhoods while awaiting approach. The environment will also 
benefit with fewer planes circling and taxiing on the runway, as the FAA pointed out in 
the draft environmental impact report filed in March 2001. 


BARDON TRIMOUNT, INC., d/b/a 
AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES 


Northeast Region 


1715 Broadway 
Saugus, Massachusetts 01906 


Telephone 781-941-7200 
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We urge you to issue your final decision of record in support of this solution by August 
2001. Please feel free to contact me directly if you need anymore information during 
your final decision making process. 


Robert B. Peckham 
President 


Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Hotel Form Letter (121) 


Fairmont Copley Plaza 
Dennis Clark, General Manager 
Jonathan Crellin, Hotel Manager 
Edward Dustin, Director of Engineering 
Thomas Meding, Director of Food & Beverage 
Alex Pratt, Director of Human Resources 
Abbe Walter, Controller 


Hotel Form Letter 121 H121-1 
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THE . Letter | 21 
(airmont 
COPLEY PLAZA 


BOSTON 


April 2, 2001 


John Silva, Manager 

Capital Programs 

Department of Transportation 

Federal Aviation Administration / N.E. 
12 New England Executive Park 

Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva 


I am writing to express in the strongest terms possible my feelings on an additional 
runway at Logan International Airport. 


The Fairmont Copley Plaza services 150,000 guests a year; many from cities requiring 
travel by air. Our corporate officers visit the hotel on a regular basis and also use Logan 
Airport. Without question the feedback that we hear about the airport is generally 
negative due to the frequent delay encountered by travelers. 


Boston depends on group travel and group meetings to fill its hotels and provide work for 
its hotel employees. Logan Airport continues to put us at a disadvantage with meeting 
planners who have potential business for our city. 


I encourage you to support the runway addition so that some of these challenges can be 
eliminated and Boston can compete with other convention center cities in a more 


effective manner. 


Sincerely, 


Dennis Clark 
General Manager 


138 ST. JAMES AVENUE, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS, U.S.A. 02116 
TELEPHONE 617 267 5300 FACSIMILE 617 247 6681 RESERVATIONS 800 441 1414 


www.fairmont.com 
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Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Business Form Letter 2 (122) 


Cambridge Office of Tourism 

Robyn Thieringer, Executive Director 
Fairmont Copley Plaza 

Dennis Clark, General Manager 
Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 

Patrick Moscaritolo, President & CEO 
Marriott 

Bill Skoglund, General Manager 
Omni Hotel 

Richard A. Mason, General Manager 
Ritz-Carlton 

John Rolfs, General Manager 
The Inn at Longwood Medical 

Bruce Leaver, General Manager 


Business Form Letter 2 (122) B122-1 
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May 30, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Re: Logan International Airport 
Runway 14/32 Proposal 


Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


The Omni Parker House has been part of the City of Boston’s landscape for well over a century. 
As such, we are a frequent and popular destination for national and international travelers. 


We have become sensitive to our guests’ frustration with the delays they frequently experience 
getting in and out of Logan International Airport. As a result, I am a proponent of proposed 
Runway 14/32 and have outlined the reasons below: 


¢ Logan International Airport is the fifth most delayed airport in the country; the 
second most delayed for arrivals. Logan International Airport currently experiences 
approximately 142,000 annual hours of delay which is more than six times the FAA’s 
threshold for delay. 


¢ Runway 14/32 will reduce overall delays by one-third; finally knocking Logan 
International Airport off the list of top ten most delayed airports and will cut delays 
during northwest winds by 90%. 


¢ Runway 14/32 will reduce noise for Logan International Airport’s closest neighbors 
by more equitably distributing flights. Nighttime flights will be cut by up to 15% 
because of reduced delays. 


¢ Runway 14/32 will direct more than 75,000 flights a year over Boston Harbor versus 
area neighborhoods, thereby making over water flights the primary operation at 
Logan International Airport. 


¢ Runway 14/32 and the other airside projects will improve local air quality as aircraft 
spend less time idling on taxiways and circling overhead. As a direct result of a new 
runway, 500-700 tons per year of pollution will be eliminated. 


¢ Takeoffs and landings have decreased by almost 30,000 (6%) at Logan International 
Airport over the past two years due to regionalization. Delays have increased, despite 
fewer flights, clearly demonstration that Logan International Airport’s delays are 
caused by an airfield deficiency; not airline scheduling. 


OmnI #% PARKER HOUSE 
60 School Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02108 
617/227-8600 Fax: 617/742-5729 


; » . 
wuw.omnihotels.com MAY | i 9001 ; 


OMNI #% HOTELS’ 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
May 30, 2001 
Page 2 


It is my ardent belief that Runway 14/32 will enhance our airport and make Boston an even more 
desirable destination for travelers. The proposal must be seriously reviewed and considered so 
that we maintain our status as a world-class travel destination. 


Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Richard A. Mason 
General Manager 


RAM/rad 


CC: John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


U.S. Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
SR-315 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-2101 


Patrick Moscaritolo, President and CEO 
Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau 
2 Copley Place Suite 105 

Boston, MA 02116 


OMmnI #% PARKER HOUSE 
60 School Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02108 
617/227-8600 Fax: 617/742-5729 


wew.omnihotels.com 
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‘ehoe, Barbara (ENV) 7 | | 


From: Johanna Rothman [jr@jrothman.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 1:17 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) g 
Subject: Runway 14/32, Ref: FOEA#10458 


To: Robert Durand, Environmental Affairs Secretary 
Re: EOEA#10458 


I hope that you can make runway 14/32 happen at Logan airport. 


Unfortunately, I'm a frequent air traveler. Since I live in 
Arlington, it makes most sense to fly in/out of Logan. In the past 
two years, I have never left within 15 minutes of the scheduled 
departure. I most frequently leave within 30 minutes of the scheduled 
departure. Only on Saturdays and Sundays do I arrive within 15 
minutes of the scheduled arrival time. Most often, I leave late 
enough to miss a connection and arrive substantially later than I 
expected. 


If we want Boston to succeed as a major metropolitan area, we need an 
airport that will support even the current business, never mind the 
expected increase in airplane travel. 


Johanna Rothman 

Toin me at AYE, Nov. 4-7, 2001 http://www.ayeconference.com 
thman Consulting Group, Inc. http://www. jrothman:com 

voice: 781-641-4046 jr@jrothman.com 

Speaker, Author, Consultant - Managing Product Development 
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JOHN M. STELLA 
P.O. BOX 543 
BEDFORD, MA. 01730 


JOHN SILVA 

MANAGER 

DEPT. OF TRANSPORRATION 
F.A.A. 

NEW ENGLAND REGION 

12 NEW ENGLAND EXECUTIVE PARK 
BOX 510 

BURLINGTON, MA. 01803 


JUNE 5, 2001 


DEAR MR. SILVA: 


I SUPPORT THE MASSPORT AUTHORITY PROPOSED TO BUILD 
14/32 J'A NEW THIRD RUNWAY AT LOGAN AIRPORT. THIS WILL REDUCE FLIGHTS 
DELAYS AT LOGAN. LOGAN AIRPORT IS THE NATION WORST AIRPORT IN THE 
COUNTRY FOR THE MOST WORST FLIGHT DELAYS NOT ONLY WEATHER BUT BECAUSE 
OF LOGAN AIRPORT IS FULL CAPCITY. LOGAN AIRPORT DOES NOT HAVE ENOUGH 
ROOM FOR INCOMING AND OUTGOING FLIGHTS. 

I HAVE NEW IDEA FOR MASSPORT AUTHORITY THAT ALL PLANES 
SHOULD BE ONLY ALLOWED TO USE NEW THIRD RUNWAY ONLY DAYTIME, NOT A NIGHT. 
DURING DAYTIME LOGAN IS BUSY AIRPORT, AND AT NIGHTS TRAVEL PEAK IS 
ALWAYS REDUCED . LOGAN AIRPORT NEEDS TO BUILD A NEW THIRD RUNWAY TO 
REDUCE FLIGHT DELAYS AND PEOPLE WHO WANT TO GET IN AND OUT FAST AS 
POSSIBLE. THIS IS MASSPORT CONSERVATIVE APPROACH TO REDUCE FLIGHT 
DELAYS AT LOGAN AIRPORT BY BUILD A THIRD NEW RUNWAY. 

MASSPORT WILL CONTINUE PUBLIC CAMPAIGN TO PROMOTE 
TO USE NEW ENGLAND'S REGIONAL AIRPORTS SO IT WILL REDUCE BURDEN AT 
LOGAN AIRPORT THEY ARE: WORCESTER REGIONAL AIRPORT, HANSCOM FIELD, 
MANCHESTER, N.H. AIRPORT, AND PROVIDENCE GREEN AIPRPORT ,R.I. 
I SUGGEST MASSPORT SHOULD PROMOTE PUBLIC CAMPAIGN FOR THE GENERAL 
PUBLIC TO USE SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZE PLANES (TURPRO PLANES) TO USE 
LIKE PLYMOUTH AIRPORT, NORWOOD AIRPORT, FITCHBURG AIRPORT, BEVERLY, 
AIRPORT. THIS WOULD REDUCE TRAFFIC AND PARKING PROBLEMS. ALL SMALL 
AND MEDIUM SIZE PLANES SHOULD ACCOMDATE USE SMALL AND MEDIUM AIRPORTS 
THIS IS WAVE OF THE FUTURE WILL REDUCE LOGAN AIRPORT CAPCITY. 
AT HANSCOM FIELD, IT SHOULD BE NO MORE THAN 4 COMMERICAL PLANES WITH 
LIMIT UP TO 60 SEATS TO USE HANSCOM FIELD AND FLIGHTS SHOULD BE ALLOWED 
THERE ONLY DAYTIME, NOT NIGHTIME. AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS AT HANSCOM 
FIELDS NOT IN OPERATION AT NIGHT FROM S232 9 PM TO 7am. ONLY SMALL 
MEDIUM SIZE PLANES, CORPORATE PLANES, AS WELL PRIVATE PLANES CAN USE 
IN SERVIVE AT HANSCOM FIELD. @e 


RELY 


LY soun STELLA 
Vi JUN 07 2001 
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Mr. Simon Michael Micaelian 
23 Worcester Street 
Belmont, MA 02478-3757 


To Whom It May Concern: 


| am writing this letter on behalf of those who support the creation of 
a new runway at Logan Airport. | am writing to urge you to use your 
political power and influence in order to support the addition of Runway 
14/32 to Logan Airport. Adding this additional runway to Logan Airport will 
help alleviate over tens of thousands of hours lost to delays. The current 
constraints of the crowded Logan Airport do not support the growing 
population in and around the Boston area, and the Runway 14/32 plan will 
help reduce normal delays by over 35% and will solve nearly 95% of 
problems involved with flying into northwest winds. With the new congress 
in place, the Bush administration has indicated that it will be very involved 
in solving the nation’s air transportation difficulties. The Bush 
administration is set on making sure people do not have to experience long 
delays solely because there isn’t sufficient space on the runways. 

Once again, | strongly urge you to push this plan through regardiess 
of opponents’ plans and ideas. The environmental impacts will be 
negligible, if anything, because there will be less emissions because 
planes will not be stalled on the runway. | feel that the construction of a 
new runway to reduce delays at Logan remains a critical issue to the 
traveling public as well as the regions economy. Thank you for your time 
and assistance in this matter. Please feel free to write back with a 


response as to your position in the matter, if you deem it necessary. 


Thank you, 
Simon M. Micaelian 


MAR 30 2003 


. 


Letter 126 


-. “ehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


From: Brad Power [blpower@bellatlantic. net] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 2:20 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
Subject: Need to Grow Our Airport Infrastructure { 


I'd like to add my voice to those requesting more runways and more 
investment in airport infrastructure. As a frequent traveler, anda 
consultant to airlines, I'm very aware of the very consistent 5% growth 
every year in air travel. Our airport infrastructure is not keeping pace. 
We need more runways and more airports. I've driven to Providence and 
Manchester to get good deals on Southwest. We need to expand at Logan as 
much as possible, and also expand flights to other airports in the region. 


I understand I should reference environmental document number FOEA#10458. 


Thanks, 

Brad 

Brad Power ; 

Office phone: 1-617-489-7484 

Mobile phone: 1-617-818-5983 

Fax: 1-617-489-7491 
Address: 16 Clifton Street, Belmont, MA 02478 
E-mail: bradpower@consultant.com 
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Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) 
From: ToledoGoat@aol.com | 7 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 5:07 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: | do not support Runway 14/32 


| am not. convinced ’a new runway is the best solution. Building more runways 
to allivate congestion at Logan can be likened to having a fat man loosen his 
belt and calling that dieting. The number of planes coming into Logan needs 
to be controlled. How will having more planes at Logan help the environment? 


Sincerely, . . | 

h . Boff . “90 aaa! 
PO Box 302. ty UN 5 2008. 
Beverly MA 01915 | 


978-921-4628 
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David Bartol 

15 Dartmouth Place #3 
Boston, MA 02116 
March 28, 2001 


Secretary Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02214 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Federal Aviation Administration, Manager 
Environmental Programs 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Secretary Durand and Mr. Silva, 


lve received and reviewed the environmental impact document that was issued recently, but it 
isn't sufficient to change my mind. For the reasons best articulated by the CARE organization, | 
am still opposed to the proposed runway. It should never happen. 


| have lived in the South End of Boston for about 10 years and find that the current noise from 
Logan Airport is a serious problem. In the summer when my windows are customarily open, it’s 
sometimes impossible to hear an indoor conversation because of the airline noise! | have to 
sleep with a fan or air conditioner running when otherwise unnecessary, so as to provide “white 
noise” to drown-out the cacophonous noise from the jets overhead. And this is just the problem 
experienced indoors! Outdoors, it’s even more disturbing. The existing situation is bad enough 
and | suppose | am resigned to it; however, the proposal to create a new runway, “14-32” is 
completely unacceptable. 


Thank you for your attention. 
Yours Truly, 


Bp 


David Bartol eas 


MAR 29 2001 


Letter 129 


June 1, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Ce: Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-MA) 
Sen. John F. Kerry (D-MA) 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


As a resident of the South End for 11 years, I oppose the proposal to build runway 14/32 at Logan 
Airport. I have already been subjected to increased air traffic noise over the years. This is despite the 
fact that these planes are not even supposed to fly over my house. For 10 years, I lived up by Tremont 
Street. The FAA came in, put sound recorders on our roofs and determined that airplane noise levels 
were excessively high. They researched other flight paths, tested those paths, determined one that 
impacted the fewest people and instituted that flight path as the one to be used. However, over several 
years now, that flight path is not used, instead the planes fly further north and over our house. 


Although the FAA recently released their Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, 
stating that the increased air traffic and noise would be negligible, Massorts figures show huge increases 
that are not negligible. As it is now, when runway 27 is in use the airplane noise is so loud that normal 
life is impossible - we cannot hold a conversation, make telephone calls or listen to TV or music. Sleep 
is impacted as the planes start shortly after 6 am and are still flying after 11 pm. Runway 14/32 will 
create further increases in this "FAA documented loud air traffic" over our house, according to 
Massports' figures. This huge increase (which will also occur over a number of other communities) is 
happening in order to "help alleviate delays". However, again according to Massports figures, less than 
1/4 of all delays will be helped by this solution. The huge negative impact this Runway will have on 
the quality of life of so many Bostonians and surrounding towns is too high of a price to pay for 
minimal delay mitigation. There are many other alternatives that should be considered instead, and a 
well thought-out strategy developed. As a relatively frequent flyer for business and pleasure, I 
appreciate the availability of flights and Logan Airport, but as a resident of the surrounding 
neighborhood, I also realize the impact they have and the need for solutions. 


I urge you to oppose the building of Runway 14/32 at Logan, and insist on regional solutions to 
growth in demand for air travel in order to mitigate the negative impact on surrounding communities. 


Sincerely 


ay, 


Sheryl BroWn-Shimer 
14 Rutland Street 
Boston, MA 02118 


Letter 130 


CHEIMETS 
540 Massachusetts Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 02118 


April 18, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Program 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


RE: Runway 14/32 


Gentlemen: 


We strongly urge you to refuse approval for an additional runway, designated 14/32, at 
Logan Airport for the following reasons: 


1. It will not solve the problem it is designed to address 
a) The proponents themselves acknowledge that a new runway will relieve 
congestion at Logan for a maximum of 5 years 
b) Adverse weather, not adverse wind conditions account for a significant 
number of delays 
C) It will deflect efforts to find long-term solutions to the problem 


2. This is a classic example of the need to lower the river, not raise the bridge. 
Congestion can only be permanently reduced by reducing the number of passengers 
for plane flights as all of Europe is currently doing 

a) High speed trains between Paris and Brussels have decreased air 
passengers for the route and Air France is eliminating the route altogether 
(see attached clipping from the London Independent of March 20, 2001). 
Similar programs will provide a train route from Paris to Marseilles and Nimes, 
in June 

b) The French are already planning Paris to Strasbourg and Lyon to Turin 
extensions; the Germans between Stuttgart and Cologne and Frankfurt; the 
Italians Rome to Naples and Turin-Milan-Venice; the Spanish will add to their 
successful Madrid to Seville line by going north to Barcelona 

c) The number of short hop passengers clogging Logan’s air make rail solutions 
perfectly reasonable and would constitute a long term solution 

d) Use of satellite airports for short hops would provide additional reductions in 
the overuse of Logan airport 


3. An additional runway is an inequitable solution which penalizes the many for the few 
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a) The residents of Boston already shoulder the classic urban overburden for the 
rest of the state; major hospitals, universities, social service programs and 
subsidized housing. It is clearly unfair to further damage the quality of life of a 
significant number of residents and whole neighborhoods by increasing the 
noise and traffic of Logan airport for the benefit of suburban businessmen 

b) The same people who oppose any use of satellite airports because that would 
change the quality of life in their suburban homes, ignore the wholly 
residential enclaves below the planes they take out of Logan on business 
trips and vacations 

c) Arguments which cite the historic significance of a small number of sites and 
buildings in such towns as Concord and Lexington as reasons for never flying 
any planes in their vicinity ignore the fact that the South End (listed since 
1973 on the federal National Register and since 1983 as a state Historic 
District) is the largest extant Victorian residential area in the United States. 
Present overflights already deeply impact the South End’s quality of life. 


In summary, an additional runway at Logan airport is a “solution” which costs millions, 
damages hundreds of thousands of people, is wholly inequitable and doesn’t solve the 
problem of congestion at the airport. Please do not approve such a request. 


Please do not hesitate to call on me if there is further information | can provide 
for you. 


Sincerely, 
Sheila Cheimets 


Cc Congressman Michael Capuano 
Mayor Thomas Menino 


FOR MANY years now the buzz 
phrase in European railway circles 
has been high speed. The 85-minute 
Thalys journey between Paris and 


Brussels (who remembers when it. 
took nearly twice as long?) is so well | 
established that, from this weekend, 


Air France is taking its planes off the 


route and putting its customers on~ . 
the train. However, there are plen- 


ty of other new lines due over the 
next few years. 

The biggest improvement for 
anyone who prefers the relative 
certainties of the railway to the 
- crowded skies of Europe will begin 


on 10 June this year with the open- . 
ing of one of the most important new . 
Schemes for some years. One hun-::-§ 


dred and fifty miles of new railway 
will extend the trains a& grande 
vitesse (TGV) from the existing 
high-speed network to Marseilles 
and Nimes. With a top speed of 
300km/h (186mph) this means Paris 
to Marseilles will take just three 


hours on the new TGV Méditer-: 


ranée. Lyon to Marseilles will take 
80 minutes — how long before trains 
replace planes on this journey? 
Not content with this, the pro-rail- 
way French have already started on 
their next big scheme, TGV Est-Eu- 
ropéen, due to open in 2006 with 
nearly 200 miles of new line running 
east from Paris. This will give a 
Paris-Strasbourg time of two hours 
20 minutes (currently the journey 
takes almost twice as long) and a 
later phase in 2010 will take the line 
all the way to Strasbourg, gaining a 
further half hour. Other lines are 
planned, including an ambitious 


Franco-Italian link, the four-hour. 
journey from Lyon to Turin could be 


slashed to 90 minutes from 2015. 


. Similar things are happening i in. 
Germany. Starting this month, 
Lufthansa passengers have been. 


able to check in at Stuttgart main 
station and take the ICE train to 
Frankfurt airport. Towards the end 
of next year, one of Germany’s most 
important corridors, Cologne- 
Frankfurt, will be revolutionised by 


a" rail line. The existing line ca 


High-speed trains have cut journey times Be over TBitope = a soon’ 
_ they may well have the edge over air travel, says Brendan Fox mn 


lowing the sinuous Rhine is certainly 
popular with tourists, but the busi- 
ness traveller will find the one-hour: 
journey via the new line much more : 
attractive than the current two 
hours 15 minutes. 

-Italy’s Florence-Rome Direttis- 


‘sima has been open for some years 
“how but extensions northwards to 


Milan and southwards to Naples: . 


have been beset with problems: 


Nevertheless, most of the Naples :. 
line should open at the end of 2003;.. 


~ Bologna to. Milan is due for com-' - 
pletion in 2006, while the difficult Flo- ’ 


France’ Ss TGV will slash j journey times as new high-apecd rail links are built 


placed for a Turin-Milan-Venice line, 
also Genoa-Milan, so eventually a T- 


shaped 300km/h_ network will link - 
Milan with all the major centres... - 


The highly successful Spanish 
' “AVE” Madrid-Seville line is due to 
be joined by a line from the capital 
north to Lleida in the foothills of the 


Pyrenees at the end of 2002, with an’ 


extension to Barcelona expected to 
be operational in 2004. Eventually 


the line should join up with the 


French high-speed network. Un- 
“usually, it is built for 350km/h 
-(219mph), giving a planned two hour 


30 minutes Madrid-Barcelonaj jour- 


rence-Bologna. section, most. of. 
which is in tunnel, is due for the fol- 


lowing sear Core have bee 


ley compared to six hours 30 min- 
ae ROW. Needless to say, ae 


7 -Brussels-Aachen and Ams 


‘first phase of the Channel Tunnel | 


the strain from the plane. ee 
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Reuters | 


Railways expect to take a lot of busi- 
ness from the airlines. 
Other lines. under. way. include 


Antwerp, which will fill in some of the’ q 
network gaps. Even Britain has got | 
in on the high-speed act, with the. 


Rail Link due in 2003. Of course, you 
don’t necessarily need new lines to 
run high-speed trains, but that’s an- 
other story. In the 21st Century, in 
Europe at least, the train will ks 


Brendan Fox is editor ofthe * 
Thomas Cook Europea je 
Timetable . 


Letter 131 


May 18, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: — Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 
Boston-Logan International Airport 
Comment on Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR 


Dear Sir, 


I am writing in regard to the plan to expand Logan Airport by the addition of a new runway. This 
expansion will have an adverse impact on my life. Air traffic over my South End neighborhood 
currently prevents the quiet enjoyment of my home. It is impossible to listen to music, watch 
television, or make conversation while an airplane is overhead. It is not unusual for an entire 
Sunday to be ruined by noisy fly-overs which occur every twenty minutes. 


The Logan Airport expansion would triple air traffic over the South End. Only people who don’t 
live here would consider this acceptable in any way. The current level of noise pollution should 
be the level which Massport should work to lower, but not increase. In fact, Massport should 
lower the current levels of all forms of its pollution. If they can do this while increasing overall 
traffic, we would have a win-win. So, please do not grant Massport permission to just increase 
the pollution they dump on our neighborhood and not make them commit to delivering 
environmental improvements. 


Finally, I do not support awarding Massport the right to expand or to increase pollution because 
Massport has an unusually poor track record in community relations. This is a multi-decade long 
series of lies, deceit, and broken promises. No public agency should be rewarded for this 
behavior. And Massport has not changed. During this entire process Massport failed to interact 
with my neighbors or my neighborhood in any meaningful way. The have refused to address any 
concern, or develop a plan to mitigate any of the damage they plan to create. Massport is the 
worst kind of neighbor anyone could ever have. 


rdially, a OL 


eae 


111 Pembroke St. 
Boston, MA 02118 
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Letter 132 


ohn Cr a rSt. #21 n, MA 


FAA 

John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


June 3, 2001 
Dear Mr. Silva, 


Massport projects a tripling, to 56,000 departures per year, by 2010 if the newly 
proposed Logan Airport runway is completed. | reside at 300 Summer Street and am 
directly affected by the noise and environmental pollution this causes. | am writing to 
voice my strong opposition to this proposal. In light of California’s energy crisis, 
conservation and alternative means of public transportation should be foremost in the 
minds of policy makers. Please seriously consider the many alternatives to this 
expansion which | feel are more responsible to the environment and to the citizens of 
Boston. 


Sincerely, 


UN 67 2001 


. Kehoe, Barbara (ENV 


etn 


/ ~ Letter 133 


From: Jim Fuoco [jf841@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2001 11:05 AM JUN 4 9nns 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) ui . § 200 
Subject: Logan Airport Runway 14/32 


Dear Ms. Kehoe: 


I am writing to support the benefits of runway 14/32. I realize there are 
environment concerns regarding the construction of the new runway, however, 
please consider the benefits to the environment which would result from the. 
construction of the new runway. 


As you may know, flights approaching Logan Airport often spend excessive 
time in holding patterns in the vicinity of Logan Airport. Whether it be 
winds, thunderstorms, low cloud ceilings, fog, precipitation, or any other 
factor, there could easily be about 6 aircraft flying in circles over the 
Boston area, and in extreme cases up to 20. The effects of such flying is 
drastic, as it causes unnecessary noise pollution and fuel exhaust emission 
for the 20 minutes to 1 hour of additional flight time incurred. Some 
aircraft may even be diverted to alternate airports for additional fuel, and 
when such flights are ultimately routed back to Boston, a 3:00 am arrival of 
a loud jet is common. Runway 14/32 would significantly reduce inbound air 
traffic control delays as well as outbound taxi times, which also have an 
effect on air quality. 


There are also residual effects on the ground from air traffic delays. 
7ound servicers on the air field and ramp apron, such as fuelers and 
-terers, remain idle waiting for an aircraft to service. Parties meeting 


arriving travellers wait impatiently at the curbside or occupy unnecessary 


parking capacity. Limo drivers wait in their cars, taxi drivers que, and 
late arriving travellers who missed public/shared ground transport are 
forced to take a taxi. People drive to the airport, discover their flight 
is cancelled, drive home, and drive back to the airport once again the 
following day. There are countless effects to be considered. Fewer delays 
mean less ground congestion, increased landside airport efficiency, and 
ultimately less pollution. Your goals and the goals of Massport and the 
travelling public could be achieved through the construction of runway 
14/32. 


In addition to the environmental benefits derived from 14/32, please 
consider the implications on travelers. I am sure you recognize that it is 
truly devastating to arrive at the airport and find your flight cancelled or 
delayed over 2 hours. Meetings are missed, productivity declined, valuable 
time spent with family eliminated, vacation time lost, and the stress of 
travelling compounded signficantly. During vacation times, a cancelled 
flight could mean cancelling an entire trip, considering that in times of 
Christmas, Spring Break, Winter Break, and various three day weekends, there 
simply might not be room on any other flights for up to 3 days away. The 
number of persons which this happens to is alarmingly high. This is simply 
unacceptable. 


I realize that many fear that the new runway at Logan Airport would not 
alleviate congestion, rather, would pave the way for further flight 
expansion. This concern is completely invalid. Expansion potential beyond 
the current flight operations level at Logan Airport is moderate at best. 
gardless of runway capacity, the simply is not sufficient amp apron, 


 .tminal facilities, and gate space for further expansion at Logan. Hence, 


runway 14/32 will have achieve its purpose of significantly reducing delays 
at Logan Airport and distributing traffic more effectively over the Boston 
Harbor, rather than over surrounding communities. 


I hope that you realize the benefits of the new runway at Logan Airport from 
1 


both an environmental perspective and from the perspective of travelers. A 
new runway at Logan Airport is long overdue, and is simply a necessity. 
Runway 14/32 would be a blessing to area residents, who will hear less 
noise, airport staff, who will suffer less from late evenings at work and 
anger from distressed passengers, and finally travelers, who will have a 
decent chance of getting to their destinations on time. 


If’ you have any further questions of my statements, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 


Jim Fuoco 
j£841@hotmail.com 

92 Saint Botolph Street 
Boston, MA 02116 

(617) 905-4559 


Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at http: //explorer.msn.com 
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Letter 134 


May 9, 2001 


John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Secretary of Environmental A ffairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley, EOEA #10458. 
251 Causeway Street, 

Boston, MA 02114 


RE: Logan EIS/R re Airside Improvements (a/k/a Runway 14/32) 
Dear Gentlemen: 


The analysis contained in the Runway 14/32 Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(“EIS/R”) is FACTUALLY INCOMPLETE, and the conclusions of the EIS/R are 
UNOBJECTIVE, ARBITRARY and CAPRICIOUS. 


1. The technical analysis is flawed and there has not been sufficient consideration for 
alternatives: The EIS/R does not incorporate any analysis of Peak Period Pricing to obviate 
airfield congestion and delays. The failure to include Peak Period Pricing and Massport’s own 
data from the use of same in the late 1980’s in the EIS/R analysis to reduce congestion and 
delays is simply arbitrary and capricious. Additionally, the report fails to meaningfully include 
in its analysis the use of other alternatives including other pre-existing, underutilized airfields 
such as Hanscom. 


2. The EIS/R fails to identify the adverse health, environmental, and economic costs on 
myself, my neighbors and other area residents. As a homeowner residing adjacent to Franklin 
Park, I am already negatively impacted by Logan Airport’s overflights resulting in loss of sleep, 
irritability, loss of use/enjoyment of my yard and garden, concerns re pollutants and health 
impacts, and diminishment of enjoyment of public spaces such as Franklin Park and the Arnold 
Arboretum. The EIS/R fails to adequately identify, quantify and weigh these costs. 


3. Runway 14/32 will further increase the adverse health, environmental, economic, and 
quality of life impacts on myself and my neighbors from these overflights. It will also negatively 
impact area children’s health and learning as the planes are clearly audible within, for example, 
English High School in Jamaica Plain. 


4, Massport should be required to perform a comprehensive study, including, analysis of 
the health, environmental, and economic costs on the affected communities, using current data, 
and including maximum utilization of other pre-existing regional airfields. 


Ws. FA 


Brian Gallagher 

11 Stedman Street, #1 
Boston, MA 02130 
Phone: (617) 983-3542 
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Letter 135 


- “ehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


From: Phil Poley [jenphil@gis.net] 
Sent: . Tuesday, June 05, 2001 2:32 PM j 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
i 
i 
Barbara - 


I am a frequent user of Logan Airport and am also a supporter of the plans for 
the new runway as I believe that the delays have become a serious impediment 
to Boston in its goal of becoming a truly world-class city. 


You might also be interested to know that I live in South Boston, directly off 
of A Street, and am likely to be impacted. directly by the increased number of 
flights. Nevertheless, I support the expansion. 


Thanks. 
Jen Gilbert 


21 Wormwood Street, Apt. 409 
Boston, MA 02210 


Letter 136 


ANN HERSHFANG 
64 West Rutland Square 
Boston MA 02118 
P: (617)267-9770 F: (617)267-9777 
email:hershfan @world.std.com 


June 6, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-6000 
FAA-New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Supplemental Draft EIS, Runway 14/32 
Dear Mr. Silva, 


I request that the FAA not approve the construction of Runway 14/32, but 
instead encourage and support Massport to look more honestly at the causes 
of delay at Logan and ways of alleviating them without damaging nearby 
communities with additional noise. At the very least Massport should be 
required to cap operations at their current level if this is honestly an attempt 
to redistribute noise impacts under the PRAS commitments. 


The agreement not to build Runway 14/32 was one of the Massport Board's 
commitments to airport neighbors. As a member of the Massport Board from 
1974-1981, I know at first hand how hard we worked on the 1976 Master Plan 
and other complex and pathbreaking commitments to noise abatement, 
soundproofing, the end of blockbusting, etc. It was a complex and difficult 
approach to improving airport operations while relieving noise impacts. 

Dire predictions of the demise of the airport did not happen. Over the 
following 25 years, the airport grew and thrived in a better relationship with 
its impacted communities. 


Now the simplistic approach seems to be back. And Runway 14/32 will still 
have serious noise impacts on the region's poorest communities--East Boston 
and Chelsea at the end of Runway 33 and Roxbury, South End, South Boston, 
Jamaica Plain, Roslindale at the end of Runway 27. 


That is because takeoffs will be shifted to these runways and over these 
communities (changing current over-water takeoff priorities). Massport is 
not being honest in its implication that more operations over water will be an 
improvement. Rather, the quieter landings will be moved over water but 
more (and noisier) takeoffs will be moved over residential communities. It is 
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estimated that takeoffs over the South End and southwest communities will 
triple. And, though 14/32 might provide short-term relief for a few years 
only, these take-off noise impacts will last forever. 


Before this damage is done, we need to require a more honest, objective 
analysis of the causes of delay (weather, equipment, air traffic control, 
overscheduling, for instance). We need to try schedule and equipment 
changes. We need to see the impacts of FAA plans being announced today for 
improved weather forecasting, navigation aids, flight paths, data usage. 


We need a continuing serious comittment to facilitating travel from airports 
in Providence, Manchester, Worcester and Hartford. The preponderance of 
airport users originate from around and outside Route 128. Future growth 
will be greatest around Route 495. Trains from 128 to the new railroad station 
being built at Green Airport will better serve these passengers. Already, 
Wellesley College and other Route 128 establishments use Green Airport 
rather than Logan. Worcester Airport is only 10 miles from the EMC 
Company, whose founder so energetically promotes 14/32. While Massport is 
to be credited for its efforts to encourage regional airports, more must be done. 


Massport should again institute peak-hour pricing which succeeded once 
before. The time is ripe and the ability to do so is there. 


Please do not permit this runway to go forward. 


Sincerely, 


Letter 137 


RoE SDE NTS Or 3. FNS JO NGC ORD STREET 


March 31, 2001 


Senator Edward Kennedy 

Senator John Kerry 

Representative Barney Frank 
Representative J. Joseph Moakley 
Senate President Thomas Birmingham 
Speaker Thomas Finneran . 
Senator Robert Havern 

John Silva, Manager FAA 

Jane Swift, Governor 

Robert Durand, Secretary EOEA 
Mayor Thomas Menino 


Dear Sirs: 


We, the residents of 33 East Concord Street — in Boston’s historic South End — ate 


writing to voice our support of the Massport proposal to build runway 14/32. 


If Boston and Massachusetts are to remain economically viable, the current delays and 
flight patterns occurring at Logan need to be addressed. The building of runway 14/32 is 
the way to achieve this. As a group of residents that live in Boston, we appreciate the 
unusually close nature of Logan (a recent departure from Logan took only a 10 minute cab 
tide!) ~ and we understand convienance comes with a ‘price’. The price — traffic, noise, 
pollution — the benefits are many. The alternatives, which may have existed some yeats ago, 
are politically infeasible; Weymcuth Naval Air Station and Devens could have been perfect 
alternative or 2™ airports. 


In addition to our support of 14/32, we also support Massports continued support of 
Shuttle America and the use of Hanscom Field, and the continued use and support of the 
‘Park and Ride — Logan Express’ system, and the promotion of the other regional airports 
(Worcester, TF Green & Manchéstez Airports). 


In closing, Boston is a major city — with the unusual asset of an in-city airport. If 
feet and New England ate to prosper, — Airport needs to expand its facilities by 


buildino runway 14/32. 


sincerely, 


~ whites AG ue t 
" Jeffery Hill . 
. Umesha Wallooppillai 


33 EAST CONCORD ST * BOSTON, MA ° 02118 


PHONE: 617-262-9381 APR O5 29 
: Gish | 


Letter 138 


JAMES M. LANGAN, UR. 
42 CONCORD SQUARE 
BOSTON, MA 02118 


May 3, 2001 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 
FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Runway 14/32 Proposal 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


I reside at 42 Concord Square in the South End of Boston. I 
wish to register my opposition to the proposed Runway 14/32 for 
Logan International Airport. 


As you are aware, if Runway 14/32 becomes operational, 
Massport contends that it will “free up” the existing Runway 27. 
Massport has admitted a projection of triple the daily flights 
that use Runway 27. The South End neighborhood is already 
experiencing significant noise pollution from the number of 
aircraft that are presently using Runway 27. Many days, the 
flights start as early as 5:45 a.m. At various times, in-person, 
as well as telephone conversation, can be difficult. The 
aircraft noise has negatively affected sleep, and at times, made 
outdoor activity and recreation in our area unpleasant. There is 
also the potential health and environmental effects of increased 
nitrogen oxides from aircraft exhaust over the neighborhood. 


The following are important factors to be considered in your 
decision in the Runway 14/32 proposal process: 


e For 25 years, Massport was under an agreement to restrict 
the flight paths of departing aircraft using Runway 27 
(i.e. accelerated climb and banking to the left). Over 
75% of the flights that use Runway 27 do not follow the 
prescribed flight path. The aircraft fly at a low 
altitude directly over the South End neighborhood, and 
not along the Southeast Expressway corridor. With the 
construction of Runway 14/32, the tripled number of 
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John C. Silva, Manager 


Page 2 
May 3, 


2001 


aircraft using Runway 27, will only exacerbate the 
Situation. 


The construction of Runway 14/32 is not the panacea for 
any Logan flight congestion. Many of the problems are 
due to weather delays, and not due to wind direction. 

The flight delays are often a result of inclement weather 
in Boston or congestion/delays at the destination 
airports. 


By increasing the capacity of Logan, there will be a 
corresponding increase in the chances of ground collision 
of aircraft; recently, there have been near-misses of 
aircraft on the ground. A new runway, and a tripling of 
the use of Runway 27 will only increase the likelihood of 
such collisions. 


There is little evidence that Massport will “regionalize” 
air traffic in a bona fide manner. Massport’s attempts 
to advertise other airports is a minimal effort towards 
regionalization, and amounts to window dressing. 


There is also little evidence that any projected use of 
Bedford and Worcester Airports will decrease the growth 
in the number of flights using Logan. Logan is, and will 
continue to be, Massport’s primary focus for air 
transportation in the region. 


Unlike other airports in the nation, the surrounding 
residential community existed long before Logan was 
initially constructed. Our urban neighborhoods have 
already shouldered its burden for the regional 
transportation needs: new terminals have been constructed 
and expanded, roadways expanded, new parking facility 
erected, and other runways have been constructed and 
expanded. Therefore, our communities should have a 
greater voice in the outcome of the proposal. 


John C. Silva, Manager 
Page 3 
May 3, 2001 


e Opponents would have all of us believe that by not 
constructing Runway 14/32, it would discourage economic 
growth in the region. Again, this is pure conjecture, 
and there is no evidence to support this contention - 
Massport survey results are not evidence. These surveys 
are not a scientifically based method to prove causation 
of possible future economic conditions. Also, Massport 
surveys have been skewed and self-serving; the surveys 
have been directed to certain classes of passengers who 
use Logan. 


Spurious warnings about future economic growth in the region 
should not override the environmental health and the quality of 
life of the surrounding residential communities. 


As a member of both the Claremont Neighborhood Association 
and the Concord Square Neighborhood Association, I have attended 
numerous meetings. These two neighborhood groups oppose the 
construction of the proposed Runway 14/32. I, myself, urge that 
you recommend denial of Massport’s application for this runway, 
or at least require further environmental studies. 


Very tay yours, f 
- Va } 


CS late / Jeye 


f 
ames M. Langan, Jr. 


JML/lap 


Letter 139 


CAROL F. LIEBMAN, ESQUIRE 
8 TAYLOR STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02118 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Runway 14/32 Environmental Impact 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I wanted to take this opportunity to voice my concerns respecting the proposed 
Runway 14/32 to be constructed at Boston’s Logan Airport. By way of information, I have 
been a resident of the South End since 1978, almost twenty-three years. 


During that time there have been extraordinary changes in the area, some positive 
and some that were not so positive. It is fair to say, however, that none of the changes has 
had the same impact on quality of life for those of us who live here as the constant and 
ever-increasing roar of airplanes passing low overheard while approaching or departing 
from Logan Airport. The noise and vibration shake the foundations of the houses and 
persistently imperil the peace and quiet enjoyment of our property. 


Though, in theory, it is fine to plan for greater access to Boston for those who come 
from other places, it is unfair and illogical to contemplate such an expansion at the expense 
of those who already live here. Greater access at the expense of fundamental quality of life 
is not an acceptable trade-off. 


Rather, exploring alternative air access routes to the Greater Boston area, perhaps 
by construction of airport facilities in less congested and noise sensitive areas, would seem 
to be a more acceptable and less intrusive alternative. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon an iss ue of great public 
importance. ee 
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Letter 140 


June 6, 2001 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley --ROEA No. 10458 

Office of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA -- New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Mr. Pugsley/Mr. Silva: 


- As both a resident and a businessperson in East Boston, I am writing 


to express my criticism of the SDEIS/FEIR for the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project (EOEA No. 10458) that proposes 
the construction of Runway 14/32 and the centerficld taxiway. The 


. aforementioned documents are grossly inadequate in their scope and 


conclusions because: 


* They don’t address the root causes of delay 
¢ They are the wrong solutions at the wrong time and in the wrong 
lace 

. Their conclusions don’t put flight capacity where it is most needed 
based on murket distribution 

« They fail to assess the health and other quality of Hift issucs that 
will affect nearby communities 

* Vhey are highly biased toward construction alternatives vs. 
exploration of non construction altematives that would preserve 


1. Root Causes Of Delay Not Addressed 


Article after article that has appeared on the subject of airport delays 
has pointed out that primary source of airport delay is caused by 
airport over: scheduling and an antiquated air traffic control system 
rather than a shortage of runways. 


If overscheduling is not currently a problem at Logan, this would be 


- the time to institute Peak Period Pricing or other demand 


management techniques ‘to prevent overscheduling in the future. 


In addition, industry studics have show that at most major airports 
including Logan, the great majority of delays are of departures. 
Runway 14/32 is being promoted as the cure for arrival-related 
delays during Northwest wind conditions, a condition that has the 


airport down to one runway only 10 days out of the ycar, and 
therefore doesn’t address the bulk of delays. 


2. Wrong Solution. Wrong Time. Wrong Lesson 


Based on experiences at other airports, runways are not always the 
solution that people hope they will be. Runway 14/32 shows every 
indication of falling short in every sense. Airports in Philadelphia 
and Washington DC which have 5000 foot runways have found they 
are not of sufficient length to safely accommodate most of the new 
regional jets that are replacing turbuprops. Most telling, many 
regional jet pilots have expressed their reluctance to use them. 


Massport’s SDEIS/FEIR has failed to recognize the impact of 
regional operations on the future fleet mixes at Logan and has 
thereby overestimated the delay-reducing effect of the 5000-foot 
runway it proposes. All near-term forecasts, furthermore, are based 
on out-dated data, and all but the newly created 37.5 million high RJ 
fleet estimate is outdated. 


The centerfield taxiway, another project component, presents another 
safety issue. It poses the potential for increasing runway incursion 
accidents at Logan Airport because the taxiway would cross two 
active runways, 15L/33R and 15R/33L, at their approximate 
midpoints. 


Allowing construction of the proposed airside improvements, 
furthermore, would set a bad example for other airport authorities by 
rewarding Over a quarter century of poor air transport management 
and planning by Massport. In spite of a permancnt injunction against 
runway construction that’s been in place for over 25 years, Massport 
has not developed or pursued a coherent and consistent program of 
capacity-expansion alternatives at other sites within Massachusctts. 
This, to address the flying public’s growing air transportation needs 
and to mitigate environmental impacts on Logan-affected 
communities. ae 


3. Failure To Match Flight Capacity With Market Location 


An earlier DETS from Massport notes that over 60% of Logan 
Airport's passengers come from the Routes 128/495 belts, a 
proportion of passengers that is likely to increase given residential 
demographic trends and the rapid growth of office parks and 
corporate campuses. Yet, Massport continues in its effort to put more 
flight capacity in East Boston. 


This is a fundamental failure in business vision and planning that 
encourages a cycle of overscheduling at Logan, exacerbating delays 
while making access to more efficient flight operations inconvenient. 


to reduce delays at Logan and bring flight resources closer to the 
markets they serve. 


4. Environmental Impact, Environmental Equity 


According to comments contained in the Report of the Consultants 
to the CAC regarding the airside improvements planning process, the 
environmental impact of increased operations at Logan still have not 
heen adequately addressed. 


Increased operations will result in increased emissions levels of 
Volatile Organic Compounds from jet exhaust. There will also be an 
increase in NOx, an ozone precursor that represents 85% of Logan 
emission contaminants. No effort is being made to reduce those 
emissions from jet engines. Instead, Massport has focuscd on a 
public relations program centered on a reduction of NOx emissions 
from airport buses and other intemal combustion engine vehicles that 
represent less than 15% of current emissions. 


Massport’s odor dissipation model in the same CAC consultant’s 
report is described as “underestimating the odor impacts of aircraft 
emissions by not extending it to include consideration of short term 
exposure to odorants from airfield operations.” 


Because no comprehensive health assessment has been made 
regarding what the short- and long-term effects of jet emissions and 
noise have on nearby residents, none of the proposed airside 

_ improvement projects mentioned should proceed unti] such studies 
are made. 


For over 50 years, the communities nearest Logan Airport and under 
its flight paths have borne the entire environmental burden of hosting 
an airport used largely by residents and businesses in outlying arcas 
where the bulk of dclay reduction benefits will accrue. From a simple 
environmental justice perspective, it is time to give these communities 
the permanent relief they’ ve earned and not continue their 
victimization by turning them into environmental sacrifice zones for 
the rest of the region and its travelers. 


5. Failure to Consider Non-construction Alternatives 


Given the sacrifices Logan-affected communities have made over the 
years, Massport’s SDEIS/FEIR represents a grotesquc violation of 
the public trust by opting only for construction: based delay 
reduction options. Construction-based solutions, however, only cater 
to the flying public, while ignoring non construction options that 
would reduce delays and also improve the quality-of-life for ncarby 
residents. As the CAC consultant's report notes, Massport should 
pursue implementation of demand management techniques in 
cooperation with carriers and relegate any “build” option to being a 
last resort...and only if it actually provides a solution to the problem 
it purports wo solve. 


Amodeo Odoni, a noted scholar and a Massport consult, described 
Massport as a “reactive” agency during an appearance as a guest 
speaker at last year’s Garvey panel; he said that its runway proposal 
would only increase capacity by approximately 10%. Another former 
Massport consult and guest speaker described Logan Airport as 0 
facility that is “maxing out.” Massport’s original DEIS cstimated 
that even if the runway were built, delays would return to current 
levels within a few years. 


Given the minimal and temporary benefits build options are likely to 

deliver, I strongly urge that Secretary Durand and the FAA reject the 

SDEIS/FEIR’s short-term focus and misguided priorities. By doing 

so, you can do everyone a great favor by getting Massport to finally 

concentrate on the long-term demand management and regional 

planning that will be of far greater benefit to both the flying public 
‘and Logan’s too-often-forgotten neighbors. 


Respectfully, 


William J. Mannin 


Letter 141 


Glenda Medeiros 


The Artists Building 300 Summer Street Suite 21 Boston, MA 02210 
617-423-1423  artistevents@earthlink.net —_—http://home.earthlink.net/~artistevents 


FAA 

John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


5/30/01 
Dear Mr. Silva, 


| reside in South Boston at 300 Summer Street and chair the ‘Air Quality Committee’ in my building. 
This group was formed in response to health problems and concerns of residents related to air 
quality in our community. We knew when we developed the Artists Building Cooperative that we 
chose to live in busy downtown Boston and on a city street. But with the Big Dig, increased 
construction, the added traffic on Summer Street, numerous diesel fuel powered vehicles, and 
the overhead airplane traffic, we are working overtime to abate the pollution problems. 


We recently had trees planted on our street and they both beautify and improve our air. There 
was a committed effort on the part of this committee to reach this goal. Their presence in our 
neighborhood also give us new hope. | relate this as a backdrop to the fear, strain, and concern 
regarding the proposal to intensify air traffic with a new runway at Logan Airport. 


Our building is home to babies, young children, elders, and families. We love living in Boston and 
have chosen to develop our community here and now. But | thoroughly protest this runway and 
the added noise pollution, air pollution, disturbance in the quality of life and the subsequent 
reduced value of the home we are so painstakingly and confidently creating, that this project will 
actuate. Do not allow this blunder to continue. Oppose any further expansion at Logan 
Airport! Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


cc: Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, Sen. John F. Kerry 


UN 67 2 


Letter 142 


May 26, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Park 

Burlington MA 01803-5299 


RE: Logan Airport Runway Expansion 
Dear Sir 


We are writing, as longtime residents of Boston and as generally concerned citizens, to register the 
strongest possible opposition to the proposed runway expansion. The expansion is simply not a good 
solution to a minor, minor problem. It will have very serious adverse effects on the quality of life in 
Boston-the very thing that makes Boston a wonderful place in which to live and a wonderful place to visit. 


You are certainly well aware of the overwhelming opposition to the expansion from the people of Boston 
and every surrounding community who are already putting up with an incredible amount of noise and other 
pollution from the current extensive use of the airport. The only support comes from the business 
community leaders, few of which would be so willing to push the expansion if they currently lived in 
Boston and environs and certainly, if they live in the Concord area, are not strong voices in favor of a 
modest increased use of the Hanscom Field facility which would be much more accessible to many of the 
businesses on and beyond Route 128. 


Their arguments that Boston would lose ground as a business and travel destination are nonsense. Surely, 
discussing the monetary costs of delays to business and the irritation caused “busy executives” caused by 
winds is itself a lot of wind. Everything has a cost to an accountant. The emotional and physical costs 
(which certainly have a calculable monetary cost far in excess of the business losses) for the residents of 
Boston and environs must be taken into account. 


Certainly tourists will continue to come to Boston even if they are subject to the occasional delay. Anyway. 
they are here on a one-off basis and don’t have to live with the noise. 


We recognize your responsibilities to manage the nation’s air traffic and make it work as well as possible 
consistent with other factors. We believe that this temporary solution to a problem that may not even exist 
is not a responsible approach. A comprehensive program that would utilize all existing facilities, improve 
ground transportation links with airports and share the burdens of air traffic with all communities is needed. 


Please do not approve the proposed expansion which is unfair and ineffective. Please work with all 
concerned to come up with a thoughtful, responsible overall plan for meeting the needs of the travelling 
public and the residents of Boston and the surrounding communities. 


Thank you OW hhc 
CON a Rich (4 

39 Concord Square 

Boston MA 02118 


MAY 30 2001 


/ Letter 143 


Kehoe, Barbara ENV 


From: _ Larry. Shaw [larry@blsi.com] i - 


Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2001 7:36 PM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
Subject: comments re: EOEA#10458. 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


Briefly, I strongly support the building of runway 14/32 at Logan. It 
seems obvious to me that reducing long delays on taxiways and during 
maneuvering to land will have to reduce emissions. Another overwater 
departure runway has to lower noise in nearby areas. 


Sincerely, 
Larry Shaw 


290 North Beacon St. 
Boston, MA 02135 
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Letter 144.c6 1 of1 
Rob Taylor | | HK -- ra 


From: “Rob Taylor” <rtaylor@ihrdc.cam> 
Sent: Wednesday, Aprit 18, 2001 3:28 PM 
Subject: Fw: STOP 1432 RUNWAY AT LOGAN NO 


Jane Garvey 

Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration 
Washington, DC 

Dear Ms. Garvey, 


The expansion program for Logan Airport to add runway 
1432 is ill-conceived and seriously detrimental to the 
surrounding communities. The price to the small working 
town communities near the airport is unbearably high for 
a Band-Aid approach and should be stopped. There must be 
a regional approach to share the impact. Do the right 
thing, stop this plan now. We will defeat this issue. 


Regards, 
RW Taylor 


Rob Taylor 

Dirsctor, Business Development 

International Human Resources Development Corporation 
535 Boylston, Street 

Boston, MA 02129 


Tel: 617-536-0202 x 219 

Fax: 6) 7-36-4396 

ae from JW RRC: Online Trajning for Oil and Gas | Visit: www. OilandGas Lraining.com Or Visit our Website: http://www. ihrde 
Overview of the Oil, Gas and Power Business Houston: Feb 6-9; Nov 13-16: Boston: March 6-9 


e International Petroleum Business Management Program April 23-May 4; Sept. 10-21 
e Upstream Oil and Gas Asset Management-A Shared Learning Workshop Program Boston: May 14-25 
e Jnternational Gus Business Management Certificate Program Boston; June 4-15; Oct.1-12 
e International Power Business Workshop Boston: June 18-22 
e .Current Developments in International Oil, Gas and Power Boston: June 25-29 
e International Petroleum Management Certificate Program Boston: Sept. 10-October 5 
‘*¢ mr — 
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PAMELA A. THOMURE Letter 1 45 


ATTORNEY at Law 


June 5, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Jenn Cs: sabe 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New. England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 


Gentlemen: ©" 


The Federal Aviation Administration and the 
Massachusetts Port Authority seem hellbent to justify a 
green light for the above-referenced project so that 
“unreliable” and “inefficient” service will be remedied. 
The cost-benefit analysis for ending “delay” usurps all 
other criteria. The notion of limiting growth plays no 
role in the planning except for extending into the future 
Logan’s capacity. , 


The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Final Environmental Impact Report attempt to refute 
every argument in opposition. Yet some amazing facts 
abound such as the following: 


1. The Worcester Airport has the capacity to serve 
~800,000 passengers, yet only 100,000+ were served 
2m 20007 
101 TREMONT STREET « Sutte 7OO0 a Boston, MA 02108-5003 


VOICE 617.482.6222 - FAX 617.482.2228 - EMAIL attypamt@delinet.com 


al BUN 07 2007 


Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Mr. John C. Silva 2 June 5, 2001 


2. The New England Governors’ Conference Resolution 
Lo4 dated Webrudry -27,. 2001, supports: tnceréases. an 
regional solutions and interactive transportation; 


3. According to the Winthrop Health Action Committee, 
twice as many diagnosed asthma and respiratory 
diseases affected residents living in the 
neighborhood closest to the airport. 


Somehow, the planning is upside down. If the 
development goes forward, noise will be shared among more 
folks. According to all the fancy foldouts, my 
neighborhood of East Cambridge rarely has airplane noise; 
perhaps, it’s a question of degree for our friends in Fast 
Boston, Winthrop and Chelsea. By using a 1985 Land Use map 
to substantiate a proposal not yet begun in 2001 
underscores why this project remains flawed. See Volume I 
page 4-21. 


While the Federal Aviation Administration and the 
Massachusetts Port Authority espouse the project as the be 
all and end all to alleviating “delay”, Mother Earth and 
Greater Boston residents prefer the overarching societal 
goals of decreasing noise pollution, of reducing disease 
and of cleaning our air and water. Is that too much to 
ask? 


I vehemently oppose the Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project. 


Very truly yours, 


Ce 01 


Pamela A. Thomure 


Letter 146 


Edwina Yezierski 
310 Columbus Avenue 
Boston, MA 02116 
617-536-3509 


March 28, 2001 


Office of Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 
Boston,MA 02114 
ATTENTION: Mr. Arthur Pugsiey - EQEA No. 10458 
MEPA Office 


Mr. John C. Silva 
Environmental Programs 
Airport Division, ANE-600 
Federal Aviation Administration 
12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Gentlemen: 


| am in receipt of the recent literature regarding the proposed Runway14/32 at 
Logan Airport. 


| feel compelled to state that the only solution to the airport noise, pollution, 
purported congestion and delays is to more fully use other airports in Massachusetts 
such as the one in Worcester and in Concord. | believe your thinking is very short 
sighted and business oriented when it should be fully focused on the quality of life of 
the people/taxpayers living in the areas most affected by the noise and pollution 
generated by the increase in flights from Logan Airport. 


The annoyance of the noise and pollution from low flying planes from Logan 
Airport has become an issue in just the last several years with regard to the South End 
of Boston where | live. | feel this is an important issue to resolve and not exacerbate 
with the increase of flights by the addition of a new runway. 


Sincerely, 
Se aS het 
150645. Edwina Yezierski 


~ Letter 147. 


eA Page 1 of 1 


Kehoe, Barbara(ENV) 
From: Ggorfinkle@aol.com 

Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 10:16 AM 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: new runway at Logan 


Dear Barbara: . 

| am one of the multitude of business travelers who have had an inordinate 
amount of delays out of Logan Airport. | wish to add my voice to the many 
others who support the new runway at Logan. Please do everything possible to 
make this runway a reality. Yesterday wouldn't be too soon. 


Best Regards, 
Gayle Gorfinkle 


Gayle S. Gorfinkle 

President 

Gorfinkle & Dane Executive Search 

Specialists in Logistics and Supply Chain Management 
140 Wood Road, Suite 200 

Braintree, MA 02184 

781-843-8893 


www.GorfinkleAndDane.com 


6/7/2001 


V Letter 148, 


From: Shakespeare, Matthew [MSHAKESPEARE@PARTNERS.ORG] 
Sent: — Tuesday, June 05, 2001 11:32 AM 

To: ‘parbara.kehoe@state.ma.us' 

Subject: Runway 1432 


Please move forward with runway 1432. As a frequent travellor, and someone 
who want to see Boston maintain a vital international presence as a 
world-class city, I view the full development of Logan as imperative. 


Additionally, please expand on our use of Hanscom field and any other ~rort 
available airports that can help us to really connect Boston. ee q 


Thank you, 


Matthew Shakespeare 

Executive Director a . aM 
Lown Cardiovascular Research Foundation AG ae 
21 Longwood Avenue 

Brookline, MA 02446 


Work: 617/732-1318 
Fax! 617/734-5763 
E-Mail: mshakes@post.harvard.edu 


Letter 149 _ 


: AY 
2ugsley, Arthur (ENV) 


From: thaler@webtv.net 

Sent: Friday, June 08, 2001 8:12 PM 
To: — Pugsley, Arthur (ENV) 

Ce: thaler@webtv.net 

Subject: EIS comments 


TO: Arthur Pugsley 
MEPA 


FROM: Mona Thaler 
22 Cushing Road 
Brookline, MA 02445 
(617). 2a2=8373 


THE 3 Ps 


Comments on the EIS for proposed Runway 14/32 at Logan 
Airport, Boston, MAssachusetts 


2fore sending our children into the world, we make sure they have 

~ Lxplored the three Rs. Before sending this Runway into the world of the 
Greater Boston Area, we must make sure we have Seevones the encce 
Ps:Predictions, eULBOSey and Process. 


The predictions that elesonex and the FAA make regarding the future of 
operations at Logan and delays at Logan have been misrepresented in 
order to prepare a field in which to grow the airport and its business. 


The Purpose that Massport and the FAA claim that this runway will serve 
has been proved to be erroneous. 

The running Public Relations. effort has been to convince the public that 
this runway is needed to reduce delays. 


This is clearly untrue. 


Massport and the FAA have been trying to build this runway, against 
which there as been an injunction, for years. They wanted it ages ago, 
before "delay" was a problem, to help increase the capacity of Logan. 
Delays are merely the hook on which they mene to hang uninformed. public 
support. 


And, at any rate, it would not improve the delay situation for any 
substantial time and in any substantial way. 

This runway would only improve operations for wind conditions that 
develop 10 times a year. 


* - ccording to the Montgomery Consulting Group's report Massport officials 
“used faulty figures in making their case for this new runway.Logan's 
maximum capacity is 98 flights an hour. Massport and the FAA at various 
times are putting that figure at 115 - 126 flights an hour. 


Delay figures in the study are deceptive, if not invented. For example. 
a "delay" is counted if there is a hurricane and no plane can fly 


i 


anywhere, be there one runway or one hundred runways. The ‘same is true 
_. for other, milder, weather conditions unaffected by the number of 
isposition of runways. 


And, even if this runway would improve some delay problem, that possibly 
tiny improvement would last only a few years even according to 
Massport's own analysis due to the ever increasing capacity.It is clear 
-that, as the independent Montgomery Consulting Group concluded, this 
runway would do more to increase capacity and noise than reduce delays. 


There are other, meaningful ways to reduce delays. For example, Boeing's 
new satellite air traffic control system, part of the recently unveiled 
FAA $11 million dollar airport improvement plan, will cut delays by 45%. 
Not to mention, demand management, reduction of small plane traffic, and 
regionalization. © 


If these agencies area allowed to get away with these manipulative 
techniques here to increase air traffic at any cost, be assured, they 
will attempt to change protective environmental laws on the books and 
will begin to fly lower and closer together and over a wider area. This 
runway, according to Massport's own figures will increase noise by over 
300% in a number of the communities surrounding this airport. 


Agencies are allowed to try to increase air traffic despite its negative 
effects on the people on the ground. However, our government has a 
mandate to protect its citizens who are legally entitled to the” quiet 
enjoyment of their property." The most basic part of that protection is 
to assure the citizens that this Environmental Study be completed with 
full participation and the honest use of available information. 


-vsnd, finally, the Process by which this EIS was developed © was riddled 
with exclusion of citizen input, offhanded rejection of professional 
consultations’ information, and repeated attempts to rush the study 
through before information could be properly obtained. 


The number and types of omissions in this EIS consistently favored the 
case for a new runway, thus leaving the only logical conclusion - that 
they were intentional Massport did not include readings from noise 
monitoring positions, submitted inaccurate data designed to make the 
runway look environmentally friendly, changed figures, and failed to do 
a cost-benefit analysis and an airspace design for the runway. 


If this study is left to stand as is, without further research and 
citizen input, we can only conclude that, in the final analysis, the 
only "P" that really matters here in Boston, with Massport and the FAA 
at Logan International Airport, is Politics. 


Vetter 150 
Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 


From: Venky Narayanamurti [venky@deas.harvard.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2001 10:36 AM 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: EQEA#10458 Runway 14/32 at Logan 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


I write regarding runway 14/31 at Logan. I ama frequent traveler and 
also a very environmentally conscious person. I have also reviewed some 
of the issues connected with the runway's proposed construction. I have 
experienced enormous delays sitting on runways. As a scientist, I 
believe that relieving the pressure of delays by constructing a new 
runway will greatly improve both safety and environment quality. 


I believe we have no other choice. I actually see very few downsides if 
regional airports are developed and safety at Logan is improved during 
heavy winds through the addition of another runway. 


Venkatesh Narayanamurti | 

John A. and Elizabeth S. Armstrong Professor of Engineering and Applied 
Sciences, Professor of Physics and Dean of the Division of Engineering 
and Applied Sciences at Harvard University 

29 Oxford Street 

Cambridge, MA 02138 


Letter 151 


Arnold G. Reinhold 
14 Fresh Pond Place 
Cambridge. MA 02138 
reinhold@world.std.com 
617-491-4937 


May 3, 2001 
Re: MassPort's Runway 14/32 


I basically support Massport's plan to build Logan Runway 14/32, but I would like to 
propose that specific additional remediation be provided. I accept Massport's rationale 
that the the primary purpose of Runway 14/32 is to balance runway capacity. However 
doing so will make Logan a more attractive destination and inevitably result in increased 
traffic. To see this one need only imagine what would happen to traffic long term if 
15L/33R, the existing short runway, were permanently closed. 


Because of this potential for increasing overall traffic, I believe Massport should be asked 
to do more in the way of remediation. I have a specific proposal in mind, namely that 
Massport should provide electric locomotives to the MBTA for use in hourly or better 
service between South TnI Eromernce) TF poe as oe and points in 
between. 7 | | | 


Currently the MBTA operates diesel locomotives to Picvidenes The route has cently 
been fully electrified for Amtrak's Acela service. Also initial site work has begun fora 
train station at Providence's TF Green Airport, expected to open at the end of 2002. 
Employing electric locomotives on this route would offer a number of benefits that would 
offset the impact of Runway 14/32: 


1. The higher acceleration of electric locomotives will reduce travel time and thereby 
increase the attractiveness of T F Green as an alternative to Logan. This in turn would shift 
some traffic to T F Green and reduce the growth of traffic at Logan. 


2. Electric locomotives eliminate the local particulate air pollution associated with diesels. 
The South Station - Providence line runs through densely settled urban neighborhoods in 
Boston, so this is significant. 


3. Electric locomotives are quieter than diesels. The noise reduction of introducing electric 
locomotives would offset to some extent the noise increase in Boston associated with 
Runway 14/32. It might even result in a net noise reduction. 


4. The neighborhoods through which the South Station - Providence line runs have large 


minority populations. Thus the benefits in items 2 and 3 have an environmental justice 
component. : : 


MAY 22 200 


5. Electric locomotives’ faster acceleration creates less interference with the high speed 
Acela trains, making this alternative to air travel more effective in luring passengers. 


6. Improved service on the South Station - Providence line would attract additional 
commuters, gaining all the environmental benefits associated with car trip reduction 


6. Better rail service to South Station coupled with the Silver line which is under 
construction will make rail a more attractive alternative for Logan passengers, thereby 
mitigating the ground transportation aspect of traffic growth associated with Runway 
14/32. 


Finally, while not an environmental consideration, the electric locomotives could display a 
prominent "Supplied by Massport" logo which would be a continuous source of good will 
advertising for Massport. 


Only a few electric locomotives would be need to cover such a service, perhaps just three 
or four. The additional runs at rush hour could continue to use diesel power. Existing 
diesels could also serve as backup for breakdowns and servicing. One efficient way to 
provide the locomotives would be for Massport to seek bids from the existing operators of 
electric locomotives on the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak, New Jersey Transit and Metro- 
North, to provide the locomotives and to perform major maintenance at their facilities. 
The winner could tack on the added equipment purchase to current or planned orders. 


Spending $8-12 million on electric locomotives for this service leverages over a billion 
dollars that has been or is being invested in NEC electrification, the Silver Line and station 
construction at South Station, Back Bay, Route 128, Providence and T F Green Airport. It 
is an easily understood, highly visible and demonstrably effective way to remediate the 
impact of runway 14/32. I hope this proposal will be given careful consideration. 


Sincerely, , ; 


Arnold Reinhold 


Letter 152 


Kurt H. Walter 
30A Arlington Street 
Cambridge, MA 02140 


May 26, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
FAA New England Division 

Airports Division — ANE-600 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Sitva: ni 


- Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Massport/Federal . 
Aviation Administration SDEIS/FEIR. As a member of the Community. | 
Advisory Committee to Logan Airport. (“CAC”) I have been involved in this a. 
issue since its inception. As you know, the CAC was one component of the 
Airside Review Committee (“ARC”) formed by Massport to provide input into’ 
the original DEIS/DEIR. There has been no CAC involvement in the 
SDEIS/FEIR. Massport has not met with the CAC or any impacted 
community regarding Runway 14/32 since 1999. 


Not only did Massport ignore the CAC, but Massport still has not 
fulfilled its duty to inform the general public of the potential impacts of 
Runway 14/32 and of the existence of the MEPA process. Two long years after 
the DEIS/DEIR was submitted, Boston’s South End neighborhood still has 
not been graced with a visit from Massport, despite numerous requests by city 
councilors and state representatives. Massport continues to ignore the many 
requests of the Cambridge City Council for a meeting with them and the 
residents of Cambridge. Surely it can not be a coincidence that communities 
that can expect increases of to 300% were ignored, while every chamber of 
commerce in the eastern portion of Massachusetts has been visited by 
oe ? 


ee nae ane no » attempt to publicize ee MEPA process in local 
papers or‘in Spanish or Creole: If their fellow community members. had not 
informed them, most citizens would not be aware of the runway’s impacts.and 
of their opportunity to comment to MEPA. This complete disregard for the 
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rights of those who suffer daily from the pollution and noise caused by Logan 
should be enough to allow you to deny Massport’s permit request. MEPA 
should deny the SDEIS/FEIR until every impacted community and their 
elected representatives have been visited by Massport and have been given the 
chance to submit their comments to MEPA. 


The SDEIS process itself was seriously flawed and did not meet 
Administrator Garvey’s call for an impartial look at delay reduction 
alternatives at Logan International Airport. Indeed, the “all alternatives except 
runway” alternative was never reviewed by the committee. As other comments 
will no doubt make clear, the use of Massport and FAA controlled consultants 
ensured that no information detrimental to Massport or the FAA was brought 
forth. The consultants steadfastly refused to provide any data that could be 
used to counter the predetermined outcome of the study, which was that 
construction of Runway 14/32 was the preferred alternative. 


Despite your own request and those of many DEIJS commenters, the 
SDEIR/FEIR once again lacks easily comparable data (e.g. use of hours of 
delays rather than number of operations delayed, passenger delay hours, 
percentage increases in regional airports rather than actual operations, etc). I 
suggest that MEPA deny Massport’s application until all data regarding 


~ delays, traffic at Logan and regional airports, increased capacity, etc. is stated’ 


in number of operations. 


- And I can not believe that the SDEIR/FEIR still does not contain a 
reasonable analysis of delay causing factors at Logan. The discrepancy 
between Department of Transportation (DOT) delay statistics and those 
produced by Massport in support of Runway 14/32 have also not been 
adequately resolved. Indeed, the DOT July 2000, “Audit Report” supports my 
contention that FAA/ATA can not accurately measure reasons for delays and 
that consumers (and well as those who live near airports) are ill served by our 
_ current system. I quote “ What is feasible in the way of delay relief, short and 
long term, can only be addressed with a common language between the air 
carriers and FAA and an agreed-upon system for tracking the proximate and 
underlying causes of delays and cancellations from pre-gate departure 
through all stages of a flight”. It also specifically mentions air carrier 
scheduling practices and the increased use of regional jets as major causes of 
delays (followed by LAHSO and FAA practices). By focusing on Runway 14/32, 
Massport is only looking at one small component of the delay picture — the 
others have the potential to be much effective, yet are dismissed. 


Massport’s selection of Runway 13/22 as the preferred alternative is a 
business decision, not an environmental impact decision. The alternatives 
that include peak hour pricing clearly show a significant, timely delay 
reduction with minimal environmental impact. In pushing Runway 14/32, 
Massport ignores the reality of the aviation world in 2001. Since their initial 


filing in 1999, limits have been placed on traffic at LaGuardia, which even the 
FAA now admits in responsible for 25% of the nation’s delays. Given Logan’s 
dependence on LaGuardia and the number of daily flights that travel 
to/through the New York airspace, this should have been reviewed in the 
SDEIS/FEIR. Delay reductions at LaGuardia should substantially reduce 
delays at Logan as well. 


American, United and Continental airlines have all used improved flight 
scheduling and load-enhancement techniques to reduce their delays at Fort 
Worth, San Francisco, and Chicago. Two weeks ago the New York Times 
reported that Delta reduced average delays at their Atlanta hub from twenty 
minutes to six minutes using such techniques. Why can’t Massport require 
the airlines to do the same at Logan? 


The SDEIR/FEIR makes sure to pay lip service to regionalization and 
touts Massport’s supposed role in promoting it. Regional airports have grown 
because of the hard work their own people have done in attracting low-cost 
carriers such as Southwest Airlines to their upgraded facilities — not because 
of Massport. Don’t take my word for it — here’s a quote from the manager of 
Bradley International in the Wall Street Journal: “Self-serving”, and “a token 
to hush up people against the 5,000 foot runway”. The regional airports» 
continue to handle less than 10% of the flights that go through Logan: And of 
course, as the number of flights increase at the regionals so do the number of . 
flights at Logan. And I must point out that Massport has a vested interest in 
increasing traffic at Worcester — they (however reluctantly) run it! 


Massport’s noise contours are as misleading as they were in the 1999 
DEIS. Massport used only five tracks per runway to calculate noise impacts — 
and I doubt they used the extremes. In addition, the area impacted by 
Runway 27 departures, which will grow over 300% if Runway 14/32 is 
constructed, has been severely understated. Runway 27 departures fly over 
the densely populated inner city communities of South Boston, the South End 
Roxbury, Jamaica Plain, as well as over the new South Boston Seaport 
District (at less than 1000 feet). As the current Runway 27 departure flight 
track was not in use in 1993, Massport continues to used an “optimal” 
departure track to determine noise levels rather than reality. According to 
radar tracks released in February 2000, a mere 38% of Runway 27 departures 
are adhering to the flight track used by Massport to calculate noise impact. 
Even worse, Massport and the FAA have given up on improving Runway 27 
compliance and told the public to learn to live with it. At the very least, 
Massport should use the current actual flight tracks to calculate noise impact 
in the DEIS/DEIR. 


Most disturbing are the following unenforceable claims made by 
Massport that distort every paragraph, chart, graph and table in the 
SDEIR/FEIR: 


There is nothing to restrict use of runway 14/32 to strong northwest 
wind conditions. While Massport claims that the runway is not part of 
an expansion program, it is telling that they have refused to restrict use 
of the runway or cap overall flights at the airport. 


The uni-directional use of the runway for perpetuity can not be 
guaranteed or enforced. 


The SDEIS/FEIS misleads the reader by assuming improved PRAS 
compliance when calculating the impacts of runway 14/32. Besides 
being historically inaccurate, there is nothing in the document to 
require the ATC to utilize PRAS. 


There is nothing that requires departures from the runway to stay over 
water until aircraft are high enough to have minimal impact when they 
turn and head back over land. Indeed, there is nothing to describe, . 
substantiate or enforce any future 14/32 flight path in the 
SDEIS/FEIR. : | 


The assumption that general aviation operators will use the runway at 
all, despite current industry developments and any commitments from 
regional/GA operators. 


MEPA should require that the above be removed from the SDEIS/FEIR 
analysis so that the true impacts of runway 14/32 can be determined. 


As the Runway 27 situation has unfortunately proved, any 
commitments made by Massport and FAA are only as good as their 
subsequent compliance. The public needs the subsequent, ongoing 
involvement of MEPA and other environmental agencies to ensure that 
Massport and the FAA keep the commitments they have made to the 
communities. Any agreements need to be fully defined, documented and 
signed off by all parties, including the communities and their elected officials. 
The agreements should mandate subsequent review and corrective measures, 
including punitive monetary damages and the voiding of any environmental 
permits granted in the event of non-compliance. Community members and 
their elected officials need to have a true voice in the ongoing review process, 
rather than the lip service Massport currently gives public input and 
community participation should be required in the drafting of the agreements. 


The agreements should also be included as an integral part of Massport’s 
filing with MEPA. 


Agreements binding parties to their commitments are a normal part of 
the business world and I fail to understand why the environmental process 
does not require them as well. No rational business person would enter into a 
contract which included such unsubstantiated promises. If the data 
submitted by the CAC consultants is not sufficient to allow you to deny 
Massport’s request, I urge MEPA to make your approval contingent upon the 
creation of contracts to protect the public and ensure that Massport and FAA 
honor the commitments they have made to the impacted communities. 


Sincerely, 


ante 


Kurt H. Walter 


KHW/kw 
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J — Letter 154 
“Yehoe,Barbara(ENV) 


From: . Zayed M Yasin [yasin@fas.harvard.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2001 12:09 PM 

To: . Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: Runway 


Dear Ms. Kehoe, 


I am writing to voice my support for the runway expansion at Logan 
airport. I have been stranded in that airport many times due to excessive 
delays, and have had to circle overhead for hours because of backups on 
the ground, and have been quite dissappointed with Massport's ability to 
rectify the situation. The difficulties associated with flying out of 
Logan have since caused me to start flying out of Providence. 


Sincerely yours, 
Zayed Yasin 


foe ne ee ee + poe + 

| Zayed Yasin '02 | | Mailing Address: | 

| Biomedical Engineering | | 397 Leverett Mail Centre | 
yasin@fas.harvard.edu | | Cambridge, MA 02138 4 
(617) 493-2822 | | USA 
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Letter 156 


John R. Benson, AIA 
35 Allston Sireet 
Charlestown, MA 

02129-1901 
617-241-0678 


June 5, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE 600 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: proposed Logan runway 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


The currently proposed expansion of the runway at Logan Airport would result in major 
increases in large airplane traffic over the Charlestown Navy Yard and the historic 
Bunker Hill Monument. This would bring attendant heavy air pollution, extreme noise 
impacts and degradation of the visual environment to these irreplaceable parts of our 
national heritage. It would also substantially decrease the quality of life in one of 
Boston’s - and Massachusetts’ - most historic neighborhoods, an independent city for 
almost 250 years and now a part of Boston for over 125 years. 


Each of these reasons alone should be sufficient to warrant pursuing other alternative 
options to met the air traffic needs of the region, such as better balance of the air traffic 
between Logan and airports in Worcester, Providence, New Hampshire and at Hanscomb 
Airport. 


Together, these reasons should be sufficient to send planners back to the drawing board 
and end consideration of this option. I and thousands of other residents of Charlestown 
and other Boston neighborhoods urge you to now turn in that planning direction. 


Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter. 


Sincerely, 


- R. Benson 


JUN OF 2004 
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83 High Street 

Apt. 83 

Charlestown, MA 02129 
(617) 242-3621 


March 31, 2001 


Mr. John Silva, Manager 
Capital Programs 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


My job requires heavy travel, and I fly to or from Logan International Airport two to four 
times weekly. Logan delays can be excruciatingly frustrating, and I don't think the airport in its 
present form is able to meet the needs of a major business center such as Boston. 

The final Environmental Impact Report for Runway 14/32 has been submitted to your 
agency and is open for public comment. I am writing to ask for your support for the proposed 
runway. We desperately need it, and it will secure a better economic future for Boston and the 
New England area. 

This issue is important to me. Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 


Michael J. Fleming 


KD A D GAA 
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Don Haska 
16 Polk St 
Charlestown, MA 02129 617 242-0093 FAX 242-0772 EM /don@vansystem.com 


April 21, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
ATTIN.: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway St. 

Boston, MA 02114 


RE: Flight path expansion of Arrivals and Departures over Charlestown, Chelsea and Everett to 
decrease delays at Logan International Airport. 


The MASSPORT proposal to alter the flight paths over Charlestown, Chelsea and Everett in order to 
reduce delays and increase flight service on major runways at Logan International is shortsighted and 
subjects the Boston Metropolitan area to a vastly increased risk of Public Danger. Although 
MASSPORT would have our Communities believe that the stated intention is to equalize the occurrence of 
noise and air traffic over all Neighborhoods, increasing Arrival and Departure flights over 
Charlestown, Chelsea and Everett will vastly increase the problems of Public Safety over the most 
complex Liquid Fuel Oil, Natural Gas/ LNG and Electrical Facility in the Boston Metro Area. 
MASSPORT ignores ‘some important considsranions ae ‘the On aad ale Facility and Air Traffic 
Patterns one a SHE nave: seoes as:. 


° Stastically, the linea inctease sof A Air Traffic over. his: sensitive eneray/ail field will cause an 
exponential increase in the mathematical possibility that a collision of a small and large body plane 
will occur on or about the LNG Facility, Fuel Oil and Petroleum Gas tank farm. Even a small fire 
could have a major consequence for our urban environment. 

. The nearby industrial area from Sullivan Sq to Route 16 and eastward to the Mystic/Tobin Bridge is 
currently a most dangerous Industrial Facility without additional Air Traffic. The harbor is closed 
when a LNG Tanker Arrives or Departs. Greater Air Traffic would only add to the risk of danger. 

° A small mistake in judgement among departing and arriving Flights could disable the energy supply 
network for Boston and the surrounding area. Massport does not maintain any Fire Fighting Facility 
near the LNG Tanks to reduce this apparent risk. 

. Massport does not contribute any Fire-Fighting equipment to Engine 32 in Charlestown, or other 
towns, which would need to respond in minutes of a Air/Ground disaster. Minutes mean Millions 
when a liquid oil fire is spreading near the LNG tanks due to a downed airplane which would be 
fully loaded with fuel on takeoff. Thousands of Fire Fighters would be needed to control such a 
disaster. Currently there is no Public Warning System in place to alert the public of such potential. 

° Departure flights over Charlestown and Chelsea should be reduced, not increased, so as to reduce 
the risk of Public Tragedy by igniting a fire near such a dangerous Facility as the LNG Tanks. LNG 
is not like liquid fuels and it’s ignition is most spontaneous. DISTRIGAS has stated at community 

~<) meetings it’s intention to increase tanker delivery to over 50 trips yearly. 

* --. Increasing (low) Arrival flights of small Commuter Aircraft and increasing (high) Large-Body ° 

| Departure flights over the LNG and Fuel Tank Fields in Everett will cause greater confusion due to 
the confusing nature of the cross Air Traffic patterns, placing this most explosive condition above 
this exact airspace. The airplanes are within a few hundred feet of highly explosive fuels. uty) : 
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° Seeking the adoption of Runway 14/32 will increase the need for a more exact Air Traffic Control 
System over this dangerous area. Greater clearances of time and space will be needed near this site, 
between arriving and departing Flights, thereby negating the effects of greater Runway use and 
availability. Air Traffic control will be measured in seconds over an area which could affect millions 
of residents adversely and the environment permanently. 

° Increasing Bi-Directional Air Traffic over Charlestown, Chelsea and Everett while ignoring this clear 
and present danger of increased risk due to overflights is not in The Public Interest and Massport will 
not discuss such a condition publically, with good reason. Public alarm is not the best argument in 
favor of the approval of Runway 14/32. 


I have lived in the Charlestown Community for 22 years, in sight of all these problems along The Mystic 
River. As a young child, I was involved in a Refinery fire of Vast Proportions, in the Chicago Area, (see 
attached) which destroyed my Family home. I have seen directly the effects of oil, flame, industry and the 
difficulty of controlling such industrial fuels. I have knowingly lived with these risks. The idea of increasing 
the apparent risk of Danger to my home, my family, my neighbors and my Community is not worth the few 
minutes saved due to air traffic delays. Business organizations, such as DISTRIGAS will offer only 
apologies when such a tragedy occurs. Some 42 Million Gallons of LNG storage could be ignited by some 
strange air traffic accident with increased overflight. It is risky business enough to live with the arrival and 
departure of the LNG Tanker. The increased overhead air traffic will add to problems long ignored by a lack 
of Regional Land, Air and Energy Management for New England. If Massport desires to increase air traffic 
over Charlestown, Everett and Chelsea they should move the LNG Facility elsewhere, someplace less 
dangerous and not add cross traffic patterns to Air Traffic Zones above such Industrial sites. These sites 
have the potential to destroy a greater part of Boston and affect our environment adversely. Massport is 


willing to share the noise, pollution and annoyance. Massport will 
not-sk e pains, problems and dangers over our Community. THE Ble FIRE 


gS ARO 


Rep, w2p4, Charlestown Neighborhood Council 


Below, documentation of a Oil Field Fire due to explosion, August 27, 1955, Whiting IN, 
Located next to Chicago on Lake Michigan. My Home was located within % mile of the 
center of explosion at the time, located on Indianapolis Blvd., 
Then known as The Standard Oil Refinery, now owned by 
British Petroleum. The fire burned 8 days. Six thousand 
firefighters participated in the battle to control the inferno. 


Some in my family still work there. 


Refincrymen bey: b 
Hi burned. Gre-tenth of ox 
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és fs of sefinecy and caused Ueaths, injuries, and, 
i i , of decse clouds uf amoke and flamer pouring sky- { explosions yestérday destroy move! th 
gue (ree Larry ty — cefnery in Whiting, Ind, after setiea of violent i ennaiderable properly dasage in surrounding area. LTRIBEKE Free) 


CC: Gov Jane Swift, Senate President Thomas F. Birmingham, Representative Eugene L. O’Flaherty , Representative Michael Capuano, Sen Ted Kennedy, Sen John Kerry, Mayor Thomas M. Menino, 
Consular Paul Scapicchio, Peter Looney, Chairman, CNC, Jane Garvey FAA, John Silva EPAD, 


/ Janet N. Krolman, CFA 


Arthur M.M. Krolman, CFA 
65 Elm Street 
Charlestown, MA 02129 


April 25, 2001 


John C. Silva 
Manager, Environmenta tograms 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


RE: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report 


Massport has essentially admitted that their earlier promise for Runway 14/32 to 
be unidirectional is not worth the paper it-was printed on. Massport now says that we 
don't have to trust their promise because they can now show us “reinforcements” to keep 
14/32 unidirectional forever. Here's why these “reinforcements” aren't worth anything 
"either. 


Just as a kid caught with his hand in the cookie jar might guarantee that his 
promise not to do it again is iron-clad because this time he promises also to 
1. CONSTRUCT a child-proof lid, 2. MARK the jar as broccoli instead of cookies and 


3. take out the LIGHTbulb in the kitchen, so Massport promises they will construct, mark | 
and light 14/32 so that, even if they want to, they can't break their unidirectional promise. _ 


Is that so? Construct the runway how? So that it slopes uphill to the harbor? Mark it how? 
“FAA, please try to do over-water flights.”...? Light it how? So that runway lights will be 
seen only by planes taking off over the harbor? Perhaps planes landing will just head for 
lights inside the Hyatt hotel. You would have thought that in eleven volumes, these 
questions would be answered. They're not. At all. There's lots of detail on things 
Massport likes to dream about, though, like how they're going to play with their trucks to 
build 14/32. We get two and a half pages of detail on runway construction mitigation, — 
‘including how trucks will back up at night, but nothing, zero, no details on 14/32's | 
construction, marking and lighting unidirectional magic. 
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And speaking of the Hyatt hotel, how will a regional jet pilot who needs to abort 
his landing be able to avoid a crash? Let's say he over-shoots the runway a little after a 
reduced-minimum landing attempt. How will he be able to blast off again? Is it possible 
that the FAA at some future point, just might deem the Hyatt a hazard to aviation? 
Remember the blast-fence? Is it possible that Massport can relocate a building? Like 
Building 60? Instant bidirectional runway. . 


_ Oh, but wait there's still that iron-clad contract, PRAS goals argument and total 
lack of a 32-end taxiway. Would it be impossible to quietly build a little asphalt loop at 
the 32-end at some convenient later date? What do you know, such a minor improvement- 
would not even require any environmental impact review. And concerning PRAS, 
Massport says that of course they'll keep the runway unidirectional because over-water 
flights will allow more use of 15/33 sending flights west and thus better meet the PRAS 
goals of spreading noise and pollution “fairly”. But won't a bidirectional 14/32 also work 
beautifully to send flights west? 


And finally the contract. Although Massport says:on page 8-13 that they are 
willing to sign a contract with the community binding them to keep 14/32 unidirectional, 
let's not forget that the devil is in the details. Will the FAA sign it? What will the 
penalties be if Massport breaches the contract? Who will enforce the contract? How much 
power will the community have in negotiating the contract once me runway has been 

approved? 


So we can see that Massport's “reinforced” promise of keeping 14/32 
unidirectional is a fast-talking ruse. And this is but one example of their disappointing 
arguments in this latest disappointing environmental report. Over a quarter century ago 
Massport tried and failed to build this same runway. They will fail again. But their real 
failure is how they have stumbled and continue to stumble to fulfill their duty of trust to 
us, the taxpayers they are supposed to work for, to plan for our region's long-term air 
transportation needs. | 


Yours truly, ) 
pe OCR Ue Boia 


Arthur Krolman, CFA Janet Krolman, CFA 


cc: Senator Edward M. Kennedy, Senator John Kerry, Congressman Mike Capuano, 
Acting Governor Jane Swift, Mayor Thomas Menino, Senator Thomas Finneran, 
Jane Garvey, peta Pyes)ey 


